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duced by a sixth part on taxation, is, the taxing-master held, 
a penal rule, and ought therefore to be construed strictly, and 
the judge took the same view. The rule is one which frequently 
ly on solicitors, whose bills may be in every res 
lairly drawn, but include costs which, on some doubtfu 
difficult question of principle, are disallowed on taxation. 


or 


THE LATER ELECTIONS have added two new solicitor-members 
of Parliament to the six we mentioned a fortnight ago. Mr. 
Tuomas Sxewes-Cox, who represents Richmond, Surrey, is the 
head of the firm of Skewes-Oox, Nash, & Oo., of 8, Lancaster- 
place, Strand, London, and Richmond. He was admitted in 

881, and is a justice of the peace and alderman of Rich- 
mond. Mr. Harry Freperick Pottock, who has been re- 
turned for the Spalding Division of Lincolnshire, practises 
at 11, St. Helen’s-place, City. He was admitted in 1878, 
and is, we believe, a grandson of Chief Baron Pottock. These 
returns, with the six formerly noticed, and Sir H. Fowizr and 
Sir A. K. Routit, make ten English practising solicitor-mem- 
bers of the new Parliament. In the other branch of the 
profession the later returns have resulted in a large addition 
of new lawyer-members. Among them may be mentioned Mr. 
F. G. Barnes (North-East Kent), Mr. J. OC. Bronam, QC., Mr. 
O. L. Orang, Mr. ©. A. Crirrs, Q.0., Mr. R. B. Frvtay, Q.C., 























Mr. E. A. Gourpinc, Mr. E. J. Garrrirn, Sir W. O. Guts, 
Bart., Mr. A. Horxtnson, Q.0., Mr. W. T. Howett, Mr. A. K. 


Loyp, Q.C., Mr. R. McKenna, and Mr. D. N. Nicor. 


THERE HAS BEEN a very prevalent impression that the valu- 
able section in 52 Vict. c. 7, which the Council of the In- 
rated Law Society were the means of obtaining, re- 
lieved a purchaser in all events from the obligation of 
— as to payment of succession duty in all cases where 
the death occurred more than twelve years ago. This was not 
so. The section (12 (1) ) provides that “real property, or any 
estate or interest therein, shall not, as against a purchaser for 
valuable consideration, or a mortgagee, remain charged with or 
liable to the payment of any sum for succession duty . . . . 
after the ye meray of twelve years from the happening of the 
event (whether before or after the passing of this Act) which 
gave rise to an immediate claim to such duty, or if such period of 
twelve years expires within six years from the date of the passing of 
this Act, then after the expiration of six years from the last- 
mentioned date.” The Act was passed on the 31st of May, 1889, 
so that the six years expired on the 3lst of May last. Since 
that date, but only since that date, all purchasers and mort- 
are relieved from the necessity of inquiring as to payment 
of succession duty on deaths occurring more than twelve years 
ago. 





THERE 1s doubtless great virtue in Suzrrarn’s Touchstone, 
but it may be questioned whether the correct way of using it is 
to take a particular passage as gospel and neglect all develop- 
ments of the law due to modern judicial decision. Yet this 

seems to be the course pursued by the Court of Appeal in giving 
“ee t in os & Co. v. Lloyd. From the Touchstone 

(p. 165) it is to be inferred that upon a lease for years made by 

words “‘demise” or ‘‘ grant” there is implied a covenant for 
quiet enjoyment during the term against the lessor and persons 
claiming under him. Subsequent cases, however, have 
ially varied this statement of the law. It has been 
generally — that the implied covenants are two: a 
covenant for title—that is, for power to let-—founded on Holder 
v. ie ef (Hob. 12)—as well as a covenant for quiet enjoyment ; 
and the law is thus laid down in Burnett v. Iynch (5 B. & C., p. 
609), Line v. Stephenson (5 Bing. N. 0.1837), and Mostyn v. West 
Mostyn Coal rom Oo. (24 W. BR. 401, 1 0. P. D., p. 152). It 
may be a question what is the exact nature of the covenant for 
title, but that such a covenant exists has hitherto seemed 
clear. Moreover, as we pointed out in discussing the subject 


- Previously (ante, p. 144), 











ere is no magic in words, and recent | ( 















hi beenimj 
outany lease ang (5 y ght, 

sity a bandon wery Co., , . And this covenant 
seems to have been treated as an absolute covenant and not 
limited, like the ordinary express covenant, to the acts of the 
lessor and pee claiming under him. Hence in Nokes’ case 
(4 Rep. 804) the limited express covenant was held to exclude the 
poe implied covenant. But all this law is either upset or at 
east unsettled by the Court of Apped Affirming the judgment 
of Lord Russert, OJ., the court has apparently cameentell tan 
covenants are implied only from the word ‘‘ demise ”—the word 
‘“‘ grant” has by 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106, s. 4, ceased to have such effect 





cl , will be 
seen thet we thus get rid of a considerable body of authority. 
There ing the rule settled by Swan v. Searles (Dyer, 2572), 
Adams vy. Gibney (6 Bing. 656), and Pamfold v. Abbott (11 W. R. 
169), that the implied covenant for quiet enjoyment lasts only 
during the estate of the lessor. To this the Court of Appeal 
aasonted, and alirmed accordingly the decision of Lord Russzuu. 
The question of implied covenants in a lease is one of consider- 
able difficulty, and the mode in which the Court of Appeal has 
dealt with it does not seem calculated greatly to lessen the diffi- 
culty. 
were definitely decided that only the word ‘‘ demise” implies 
a covenant, and that the covenant is a limited covenant for quiet 
enjoyment available only during the estate of the lessor, but we 
= not understand that the Court of Appeal has gone as far as 
this. ‘ 





A FEOFEYENT is a form of conveyance which seldom troubles 
the courts at the present day, but the decision of Srirurne, J., 
in Re Maskell and Goldfinch’s Contract (43 W. R. 620) shews that 
it may still present difficulties in the case of lands of gavelkind 
tenure. In respect of such lands the custom of Kent extends 
the age of wardship to fifteen years, a year longer than for 
guardianship in socage at common law, but it makes amends to 
the infant by relieving him to some extent of the disability to 
deal with the land which the common law imposes on him. 
Thus the Custumal of Kent states that from the time the heirs 
i elkind have passed the age of fifteen iti for 
them to give and se ner é¢ vendre, Sandys’ Consuetudines 
Kantiae, p. 8) their lands or tenements at their pleasure. Upon 
this general rulé, however, certain restrictions have been placed. 
The alienation must be by feoffment, and the livery of seisin 
must be made by the infant himself, not by an attorney for him 
(Robinson on Govelktad p27). But whether also the feoff- 
ment must be upon a sale for a full consideration has been a 
matter of dispute. The words quoted above are “give and 
sell,” and elsewhere the power is said to be ‘dare vendere”’ (Itin. 
of Kent, 55 Hen. 3), in each case the effect being to limit the 
power to a feoffment on sale. On the other hand, other copies 
of the Custumal read “ doner ou vendre” (Robinson, p. 277), and 
hence it has been argued that the power is not limited to aliena- 
tion on sale. The reading doner ¢ vendre, however, occurs in 
the text used by Lamnarp (Perambulation of Kent, published in 
1576), and is the foundation both of his own comment, that the 
alienation must be for a recompense (p. 566), and of the state- 
ment in Bacon’s Abridgment (Vol. 4, Tit. ‘‘ Gavelkind,” p. 49) 
that though the liberty of selling was allowed at the age of 
fifteen for the convenience and necessity of commerce, which in 
the case of small divided shares was absolutely necessary, yet it 
was allowed under such limitations and restrictions that the 
infant could not be wronged or imposed upon. ‘‘ Therefore an 
infant that sells must have a valuable consideration, because 
otherwise it is a plain sign that he was defrauded.” The effect 
of the text-books is stated in a note to Davidson’s Precedents 
(4th ed., Vol. 2, Pt. L., p. 244, and see Elton’s Tenures of Kent, 
p- 84), but hitherto there seems to have been no judicial deci- 
sion on the point. In Re Maskell and Goldfinch’s Contract 
supra) land of gavelkind tenure had descended on three sons 








_ guthorities { Hart v. Windsor, 12 M. & W., p. 85, and Mostyn v. 
| West Mostyn Coal _Co., supra) shew that any words creating | a 








subject to the dower of their mother. Two of the sons were 
over fifteen, but under twenty-one. The land was sold to a 


Of course the matter would be simple enough if it ° 
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urchaser for £750, and by arrangement between the vendors 

alf of this was to go to the mother and the rest among the 
sons. The property was duly conveyed by feoffment. Upon a 
subsequent sale the new purchaser took the objection that the 
infants had not received their proper share of the purchase- 
money, and that the sale was invalid. Srreuine, J., adopted 
the view of the law advanced in Bacon’s Abridgment, and held 





that the objection was a good one. In_other w the feoffee 
from an_j only gets a good ti 
made upon a sale, and when the infant gets the full i . 


tion for his interest in the property. 


ee 





A pornt of great importance, which, curiously enough, has 
not yet come before the courts, appears to arise under the Rail- 
way and Canal Traffic Act of 1 see with a . contracts 
by railway companies for a through journey, partly by sea and 

artly by land. Such contracts are now of dat y occurrence, 
and two questions have arisen upon them. In the first place, it 


has been held that such is divisible, and that the 
company is entitled to the protection of the iers Act of 
1830 in respect of the land, though not of the sea, transi 


Conteur v. London and South-Western Railway Co. 14 W. RB. 
80, L. R. 1 QB. 54; and, conversely, that in respect of the 
sea transit the company is entitled to the protection of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1854 (London and South-Western Rail- 
way Co. ¥. James, 21 WE. 151, L. R. 8 Oh. App. 241). In 
the second place, it has been held that, by virtue of section 
16 of the Regulation of Railways Act of 8 (31 & 32 Vict. 
c. 119) the whole of the Traffic Act of 
1854 is made applicable to railway companies Ww are 
authorized to “ build or buy or hire, and to use, maintain, and 
work, or to enter into afrangements for using, or maintaining, 
or working steamboats for the purpose of ing on a com- 
munication between any towns or ports” ( Cohen v. South-Eastern 
Railway Co., 25 W. R. 475, 2 Ex. D. 253, and Doolan vy. Midland 
Railway Co.,2 App. Cas. 792). The result of these decisions 
was, as is pointed out by Metuisu, L.J., in his judgment in the 
former case, that railway companies cannot issue tickets fora 
j are inyalid under the i 
and Act of 1854, 5.7, in respect of the land transi 
and yet are valid for the sea transit, subject to this, that by 
section 14 of the above-mentioned Act of 1868, a company may, 
by affixing the requisite notice in its office, protect itself against 
certain enumerated marine risks, which, it is to be observed, do 
not include negligence. The important point to remark, how- 
ever, for the present purpose, is that it is only by virtue 
of the concluding wank of section 16 of the Act of 1868 
that the provisions of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act of 
1854 were held to apply to the contracts in question, so that, 
apart from that section, the last-mentioned Act would not 
apply, and the contracts being, as before pointed out, divisible, 
conditions might have been inserted which would have been 
invalid in of the land-transit, under section 7 of the 
Act of 1854, but valid in respect of the sea-transit. Now by 
the schedule to the Railway and Canal Traffic Act of 1888 the 
very words in section 16, pa h 2, of the Act of 1868 
which were held to apply the Act of 1854 have been — 
The way in which this has come about may be easily inferred : 
The words in question are. introduced as a proviso at the end of 






















the 16th section of the Act of 1868, and the section itself deals | o 


entirely with equality of rates. The draftsman of the Act of 
1888 no doubt thought that the proviso only incorporated the 
Act of 1854 so far as equali 
inasmuch as the Act of 1888 deals fully with this matter, he 
probably oo it simpler to repeal the above-mentioned 
viso. He did not, however, observe that the Act of 1888 
oes not apply section 7 of the Act of 1854 to railway com- 
panies undertaking a traffic partly by land and partly by 
sea, nor that it was only by virtue of the repealed — that 
the section in question was so held applicable. result, 
however, seems to be that the Legislature has, by an ht, 
failed to ent that very inconvenience which 
considered impossible to have been intended, and that rail 
issuing tickets for a mixed journey by land and 
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companies i 
may insert conditions which will be invalid in respect of 
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t, the making of an 


of rates was concerned, and | i 










































land-transit under section 7 of the Act of 1854, but valid in 
mapas of vn Naar Syges : If this conclusion be correct, the 
point is manifestly one of great practical importance, con- 
sidering how very a number of through tickets are daily 
issued by railway companies. 


THe pectsion of Mr. Justice Srimtina the other day, in 
Middleton v. B (W. N., 1895, p. 123), is worthy of notice. 
At Tast a judge of the High Court decided that section 29, 
sub-section 6, of the 


is not confined to a case 
where the action comés on or is establishes what was 
previously not quite an that in no case whatever 
can a taxing master w costs cul mon ip 
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‘ pndaed & is conclusion 

decision on the point. Indeed, Vice-Chancellor Bristows, in 
Rothwell v. King (4 Rep. Pat. Cas. 397), expressed an opinion 
that where an action was discontin on notice, the taxing 
master could, in the absence of a certificate, allow proper costs 
of particulars of objection. Mr. Justice Srmeuma’s decision 





negatives this opinion. The rule on taxation under noti 
discontinuance will be the same cases W ere 
no cate— e 
The rule, doubtless, is » dU t of Parlia- 
ment. 

aA 


Tux Court of Appeal has held in Zhomas v. Lulham (reported 
elsewhere) that a landlord to whom by theToaoe rent is ’ 

















reserved payable on the usual quarter days, with a proviso of 
re-entry on non-payment, whether d or not, does not 
waive the forfeiture, and deprive himself o: - 
pe his defau g 
th » P @ 
arrears but leaves at Téast half a ye ee et 
{ nted he ms 0 action 210 
the Common Law Procedure Act. 1852 (15 & 16 Viet. c. 76), C444 
which, by requiring the eae Tendloed proceeding thereunder 
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premises countervailing the arrears of rent, seems to contemp 
ovat Qintoans da Salad the most obvious and 
conclusive method of demonstrating its ins 

tresa_ must, in fact, be made after the fo rde 
satiety he statute. The decision isin accordance with the j 
ment of the wpitirsgee Ketpe at pint fag AN 

230), and does not ict with the decision in Cotesworth vy. 
Spokes (10 O. B. N. 8. 103), 





















THE JURISDICTION OF THE DISCIPLINE COM- 
MITTEE. 

In the case of The Queen v. Soe Law Society the Divi- 

sional Oourt (Pot1ock, B., and Wricut, J.) have decided a 


point of great importance on the jurisdiction of the 







committee appointed under the Soliciton 88. Untilthe 4: 
passing of that Act the practic d misconduct Pot 
y @ solicitor was, as is well known, 


order should 





>a a Act was 8 
liminary application to the court, and to substitute for the B* 
: the master, an inquiry by a committee of the a 
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paragraph of the section. This runs as follows :—‘“If the 
committee are of opinion that there is no primd facie case of 
misconduct against the solicitor, the society need not take any 
further proceedings ; but if the committe are of opinion that 
there is a primd facie case, it shall be the duty of the society to 
bring the report of the committee before the court.” 

By rule 1 of the Rules of the 3iet of January, 1889, which 
were issued under the Act, it is required that an application to 
the committee shall be in writing under the hand of the appli 
sant, and shall be egistrar, together with an affi- 
davit by the applicant, stating the matters of fact on which he 
m support of the app! t has been the practice of 

ae mittee, on receipt of the written application, to consider 
whether a primd facie case is made by the affidavit, and if, in their 
opinion, no such case is made, théy have acted under the proviso 
quoted above, and have declined to take any further proceed- 
ings. It was stated by Sir Epwanp C1arks, who appeared for 
the society in the present case, that out of over 760 applications 
made to the committee since its formation, some 460 had been 
refused at this stage. 

It has been contended that this ure is wrong, and that 
the committee are bound in every instance to hear the case and 
draw up their report, whether it is subsequently brought before 
the court or not. It may be admitted that the mode in which 
the provisions of section 13 are arranged lend some colour to the 

ment. The first paragraph seems to require the committee 
to hear the application, and the second to require them after 
the hearing to draw up a report. Then comes the third para- 
graph, which directs the society how to act when there is not, 
and when there is, a primd facie case respectively. It may 
plausibly be argued that this proviso comes into effect only after 
the committee, acting in pursuance of the first two paragraphs, 
have heard the case and have drawn up a report. If they are 
then of opinion that there is no primd facie case, the society need 
not take any further proceedings; but if the committee are of 
or there is a primd facie case, the society must bring 

e 
assist 


before the court. This construction seems to be 
setion of the society, not of the committee, and it may be said 
























by the consideration that the proviso is directed at the 


that the society are not in a position to arrive at any decision |.“ 


until the committee have drawn up a report. 
But it is evident from the figures quoted above that such a 
ing of the section would be productive of very grave hard- 
a7. more than half the cases which have been brought 
ore the committee, the solicitors whose conduct has been im- 
pugned Spe have been moet to incur all the trouble and 
ex of appearing at the hearing and of being pre with 
salibiaen, when, upon the facts as sworn to by the appli, 
there was not even a primd facie case against them. The con- 
dition of things would, indeed, be worse than under the old 
system, for it is clear that upon an application to the court an 
ioquiry before the master would not have been directed if no 
prima facie case was made. It is more reasonable to suppose 
that the Legislature intended that there should still be a chance 
of stopping the proceedings in limine, while the committee was 
substi for the master in all cases which really required 
investigation. 

An opening for this construction is made by the provision at 
the a, sae, Na section 13 that the application s be made 
to and the committee in accordance with the rules. If 
the hearing followed the application as a matter of course, there 
be mo geason for the requirement of rule 1 that an 
vit must be sent with the application to the registrar. It 
would be sufficient for the affidavit to be served in due time 
before the hearing on the solicitor. The sending of the affidavit 
to the registrar — the committee an opportunity of inter- 
vening at the earliest stage of the pevoetings and deciding that 

steps shall be se gt ion er undoubted! 

gained in clearness © proviso, win i 
stopped when oe an bene i 

lied to the interval between the application and the hearing, 

the ion is in general terms, and as it stands it is 

possible to give it such an application. This view 

with the Divisional Court, who have determined 

the section will bear the construction which the committee 

placed upon it. In other words the committee are charged 


nie 





yjand safe rule. 
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with the duty of decidi first, whether a primd faci is 
niadé out b ths atidavit and then, if such a case is made out, 
offlly investigating ChoGhArg®s. Mr. Tuatico Waios likened 
them to a who to determine whether, on the facts 
submitted to him, he shall t a summons, or they may be 
likened to a grand jury, who have to determine whether a per- 
son charged with an offence shall be put upon his trial. In the 
case of a charge of professional misconduct made against a so- 
licitor, it is essential that some authority should in this way 
determine whether there is anything for the solicitor to answer, 
and the discipline committee is clearly the right authority. Any 
other decision than that given by the Divisional Court would 
have rendered an alteration of the Act imperative. 








PROHIBITED HOURS. 
II. 


IT. Rights and duties of lodgers, bona fide travellers, and persons 
travelling by railroad (while at railway refreshment rooms).—It is 
undisputed that all these classes of persons—the lodger ina 
licensed house, the bond fide traveller while in a licensed house, 
and the railway traveller while at a railway station—have equal 
legal rights of consuming liquors during prohibited hours. 


These rights are conferred by the express words of the Act. 

But while it has been formall j rina 

licensed house has a right to entertain his guests and that they | 
are entitled t consume with 





are en 60: with him refreshments provided at his | 
own 6x , the question not been formally raised as | 
regards the two categories of travellers. It seems, however, | 
to be clear inciple, no distinction in this respect can be 
ween the lodgers and the traveller. he 
gers in licensed premises to entertain their guests and supply 
them with intoxicating liquor during prohibited hours are laid 
down in the case of Ping v. Barnes (36 W.R.473, L. R. 20, Q. B.D. 
221). Hawxtns, J., says :—‘‘I find nothing to prevent a lodger 
who has lawfully bought the liquor from allowing his bond fide 
guests to drink it. such liquor is honestly bought by a bond 
lodger for himself, and he entertains his friends with the | 
liquor which he had a right to buy and the publican has a right 
to sell him, I fail to see how the publican can be liable under 
the Act.” The facts in Pine v. Barnes were somewhat unusual, © 
but the judgments delivered are quite general in terms, and 
justify the widest expression of the right of a lodger in licensed 
premises to entertain his bond fide guests at his own expense. 
The question then remains: As bond fide travellers in licensed 
premises and railway travellers at railway stations have the 
same rights of consumption during prohibited hours conferred 
on them by the Act, have they the same rights of entertaining 
guests which the court in Pine v. Barnes declared that a lodger 
had? It is to be remembered that the mere words of the Act 
do not confer on the lodger (any more than a traveller) the right 
of entertaining guests. The court, however, held it to be a 
o deduction from the lodger’s right of consumption that 
he should be able to ask his friends to assist him in consuming. 
Upon principle, therefore, it would seem that the courts would 
ho the traveller has the same deduced right of entertain- 
ment as he undoubtedly has the same primary right of con- 
sumption. The considerations relied on by Pottock, B., iu the 
case of Pine v. Barnes are equally applicable to the case of a 
bond fide traveller in li Diy ee of a railway traveller 
at a railway station. ‘We think that the liquor was supplied | 
to and sold to” the lodger “‘ within the exception of section 10; 
and whether it was drunk by him or whether his guests 
drank their share of it is immaterial.” 


Of course it is assumed that the bona ais of the parties is 
not in question. nm WKINS, J., in Line 
. Barnes, mak 
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in 
v. es some remarks which lay down an intelligible 
“I agree that the justices should closely 
scrutinize the cases before them . butif on scrutinizing 
the evidence . . . they come to the conclusion that the case 
is bond fide, and that the publican honestly sells and the lodger 
honestly buys liquor after closing hours, and it is consumed by 
the bond fide of the lodger, I see no reason why the 


justices should not find those facts and refuse to convict.” It 
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that the liquor was paid for by such person has been proved, 
the onus lies upon the prosecution to shew that the persons who 
consumed the liquor were not his bond fide guesta. 

III. Rights and duties of guests—It may be laid down as the 
present rule that the bond jide guest is not liable under any cir- 
cemstances, unless the landlord is liable ; while the converse of 
this proposition is not true, and the landlord may be liable 
while the bond fide guest is not. Again, it may be laid down 
that for the p of the Act, it is immaterial in considering 
the liability of the parties, whether the bond fide guest is 
admitted before or after closing time. This last proposition is 
important, as a recent magisterial decision assu that the 
time of the admission of the guest was material. 

As regards the first proposition, it is to be considered that 
section 25 of the Act of 1872, under which a guest is liable to 
be convicted for being on licensed premises during closing hours, 
is unintelligible without reference to section 9 of the Act of 
1874, defining the offences which may be committed, and these 
offences are offences by the landlord. Under section 25 of the 
Act of 1872 any person found on licensed premises during 
prohibited hours is liable to be convicted unless he satisfies the 
court that “ his presence on such premisés was not in contra- 
vention of the provisions of this Act with respect to the closing 
of licensed premises.” The provision in this respect of the Act 
of 1874 is of course to be comprehended in this statement of the 


-—_-___— 





law (Licensing Act, 1874, s. 1). As was pointed out by the 
Court in Brigden v. Heighes (24 L. T. 242), it is section 9 of the 
Act of 1874 which must be referred to fer the purpose of ascer- 
talnin 5B pre 







“ And as ULEASBY, BD., 

ore 4. I. 347), the exemptions contained in 

sections 10and 30 of the Act are also exemptions for persons 
found on the licensed premises under, the circumstances. The 
guilt of the guest pre-supposes the guilt of the landlord, and is 

| non-existent when the landlord’s is not proved. The remarks of 
Lord Corzriner, O.J., in Corbet v. Haigh (42 L. T. 186) may be 
referred to in this connection. 

The guest, however, is not further identified with the land- 
lord. A landlord may be convicted of suffering gaming in 
licensed premises, while his private guests playing the C) 
during prohibited hours, are not liable under section 25 of the 
Act of 1872 for being present during prohibited hours (see 
Cooper v. Osborne, ubi supra). So also, it appears the better 
opinion (although there is no decision on the exact point) that 
although a landlord who allows persons to play on his public 
billiard table during prohibited hours is liable under section 75 


of the Act of 1872, nevertheless the players are not liable for a 


being found on the premises, as long as no intoxicating liquors 
are sold. 

Of course, it is here assumed as all along in the former cases, 
that the bona fides of the guest is not in question, A merely 

retended “‘ guest” may be liable although the landlord is not. 

or instance, if there be collusion between the lodger or the 
traveller and a pretended guest by which it is arranged that the 
guest shall be in reality the payer. 

The second proposition—that it is immaterial whether a bond 
fide guest has been admitted before or after closing time— 
requires little consideration. It is rather surprising that a 
recent magisterial decision should turn on the point that the 
guest was admitted after closing time. Somes the words of 


the statute, it will be seen that the offence of which a guest 












ready & 5 contravention of the Acts 
are to be found in section 9 of the of 1874. These provi- 
sions speak indifferently of the offence of ya or keeping 

m. So far for the words of the statute. Judicial interpreta- 
tion of an analogous Scottish statute of 1862 has taken the same 
view (Murray v. M’ Dougall, 10 R. J. O. 42). It seems evident, 
therefore, that there is no ground for drawing a distinction 
between the guest entering and the guest remaining during 
ae sen hours. If he be authorized to remain he is author- 

to enter. oa. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
THOMAS v. LULHAM—30th July. 


LANDLORD AND Tsnant—Least—Bnreacn oy Oovenant FoR PAYMENT OF 
Rent—Distress—Watver or Forretrunre—Common Law Proceavar 
Act, 1852, s. 210. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Mathew, J., at the trial with- 
out a jury. The action was brought to recover possession of a house and 
prjannasy, 1884 to queue soma  aontaaltr tes taintift tn 
of Jan , 1884, were plain 
tho defendant Ser 0 teamn of Cuanibcane from Ohristmas, 1883, at a 
tows godt hago The lease con a covenant by the defendant to 
rent on the usual pro entitling the plaix 










i ch, Sy4, 0 a ; “ ya a eeu nc ian ’ ' 
and at Michaelmas, 1894, two fuzther quarters’ rent alec ue and 
ep neg On the 22nd of November the plaintiff distriined for 
the arrears of rent, but was left 


more than half a year’s rent due. 


on the 26th of November. The defendant contended that 
Cteen an the ink 0 Dee 

of re-entry or forfeiture; the plaintiff con 

the distress, by reason of the provisions of section 210 of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1882, the action could be mainfained. That section (which 
is a re-enactment in all cases 


g 
i 
ust 
i 


of 4 Geo. 2, c. 28, s. 2) enacts that 






same manner as if the rent in arrear had 
entry made. Mathew, J., gave 
of rent, and for the oon oon os eee 
a ed. At the conclusion of the arguments the court took time to con- 
their judgment. 
Tus Covrr (Lord Es M.R., and 
the 


ER, 
allowed ; 

Kay, L.J., read a written 
meant that a landlord who 
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authorized the Sjectment under the power for re-entry, not withetending 

suc > @ year’s rent remained due. But reliance wasp 

uponrthe eninge used by Williams, J, in Cotesworth v. Spokes (10 O. B. 
- 8. 103). In that case a lessor having a power of re-entry, distrained 


for three quarters’ rent, and after realizing the distress, less than_half a 
year’s rent remained due. He then brought ejectment, but it was held 
that as & year’s rent was not due, the case was not within the statute, 
and that the action was not maintainable. The power of re-entry by the 
terms of the lease was, if a quarter’s rent should be in arrear for twenty- 
one days. The three quarters’ rent were due at Michaelmas, 1860, i.e., 
the 29th of September. ‘The distress was put in on the 2nd of October, 
that was within twenty-one days frum that date. Ejectment was brought 
Iz the 2nd of November, after the expiration of twenty-one days, but 


p:rt having been paid by the distress, there was not a right of re-entry 
for half a falf’s rent at the end of the twenty-one days after Michaelmas, 
and Williams, J., said that the distress was a waiver, because it was for 
the rent up to Michaelmas, as to the last quarter of which there was no 
right of re-entry at the time of the distress, because the twenty-one days 
had not expired. But if the distress had been confined to the rent due at 
Midsummer there would have been no waiver, because as to that the for- 
feiture had actually occurred. In this case it was unnecessary to express 
any opinion as to that part of the judgment which was not the ground of 

| the decision before the court. In this case three quarters’ rent were due 
on the 29th of September, and the distress wac put in on tie 22nd of No- 
vember, more than twenty-one days after the last of the three quarters 
rent became due, and therefvre that point did not arise. The appeal would 
be allowed and judgment given for the plaintiff. 

Lord Esner, M.R , and A. L. Saurrn, L.J., concurred. Appeal allowed. 
Counrgt, Cavanagh ; Aeneas Mackintosh. Sortcrrons, A. J. Thomas; A. M. 
Watker. 

[Reported by F. 0. Ropixsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 


OWNERS OF CARGO OF ‘MAORI KING” v. 
July. 


Sure - Brit or Laptisc—Reraiceratinc Macwineny—Iurcigp WAkRANTY 
or Fitness. 


This was an appeal of the defendants from the judgment of Mathew, J., 
on a preliminary question of law arising in the pleadings. The‘action was 
brought to reco damages for breach of contract and breach of duty in 
a bout the carriage of goods by sea. ie defendants were the owners 
7) steamship Maori King. In November, 1894, the plaintiffs shipped 
some frozen meat on The Maori King at Melbourne to be carried to England. 
The vessel proceeded from Melbourne to Sydney, and on its arrival at the 
latter port it was discovered that the refrigerating machinery on the 
steamer had broken down, and it, therefore, became necessary to remove 
the plaintiffs’ meat from the vessel together with other frozen meat which 
formed the cargo. As there was not sufficient cold storage for the whole 
cargo, a — of it, including the plaintiffs’ meat, had to be sold at 
once, owing to its liability to speedy decomposition. ‘The paintitts 


that it was an implied term in the undertaking contaimed In the 
ing under which the meat was shipped that ua Maori King and 


j % ea 4 2; that the ship ap é reirigerating 
act so fic, and that owing to the improper con- 
struction of the machine it failed to keep the meat frozen, and that the 
meat was sold at a loss to the plaintiffs. The defendants by their defence 
(inter alia) denied that there was any such implied term in the bill of 
as alleged. The defendants further said that at the commencement 
of the voyage the steamer was fitted with refrigerating machinery of a 
yore construction, and before the voyage commenced the defendants 
all due diligence with reference tothe care and condition of the 
machinery, and that by the express terms of the bill of lading they were 
not accountable for damage or loss occasioned by the failure or breakdown 
thereof, or for accidents to or defects in the machinery. The terms of the 
bill of lading, so far as material, were as follows: ‘‘ Refrigerator Bill. 
Shipped in apparent good order and condition on board the 
steamship Maori King for London the following 
viz, 4,553 carcases of hard frozen mutton to be delivered 
sub to the exceptions and conditions hereinafter mentioned) in the like 
order and condition. Steamer shall not be accountable for 

the condition of the goods shipp 

OBE Breto arising 
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or detention, nor for the consequences 
; ; Or error of judgment of the master, officers, 
engineers, crew, or other persons in the service of the owners, nor for any 
other cause whatsoever, and steamer shall be at liberty to jettison the 
whole or any part thereof if considered necessary on account of decom- 
position . . loss or damage resulting from any of the following 
causes or are excepted accidents to or defects in hull, 
tackle , or machinery, or their appurtenances.’’ The action was 
placed in the commercial list, and the following preliminary question of 

iw was ordered to be decided: ‘‘ Whether it was an implied term of the 
bill of that The Maori King aud the refrigerating machinery therein 
was at the of the shipment fit to carry the frozen meat to Europe.”’ 
ree J,, decided the question in the plaintiffs’ favour. The defend- 
a “ 

Tus Court (Lord Esuex, M.R., and Kay and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) dis- 
mised the appeal. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the question was whether, under the 
circumstances which existed at the time of the contract, there was con- 
tained in the bill of lading a warranty that the refrigerating machinery 
was, at the time of shipment, fit to carry frozen meat to Europe. The 
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court had to ascertain whether both parlivs contemplated and assented to 
that obligation being cast upon the shipowner. e bill of lading was 
headed ‘* Refrigerator Bill,’’ and the cargo was stated to be frozen meat. 
Now a shipper of frozen meat would know that if there were not proper 
refrigerating machinery on board the meat would spoil, and the shipowner 
would know that the shipper would not ship his meat and pay an increased 
freight unless the shipowner provided the necessary machinery. — It was 
clear that both ies must have had in contemplation that at thé com. 
7. ere ere * 























Et g. cep’ ‘ 5 acing, W: c vere express ve 
were inconsistent with the suggested implied term, there could be no such 
implication, but in the present case the express exceptions in the bill of 
lading only applied to matters which might happen during the course of 
the voyage. ‘hey did not affect the implied warranty as to the stats of 
things at the commencement of the voyage. The appeal would therefore 
be dismissed. This judgment on a prelimi question of law was a 
interlocutory judgment, and therefore an appeal le e 
within twenty-one days. e other ques- 
{fons in the action would be stayed until the preliminary question had 
been finally decided by the Court of Appeal or by the House of Lords, as 
the case might be. 

Kay, L J., said that the bill of lading stated in terms that the frozen 
meat was to be delivered in as good order as when receivedon board. The 
special conditions did not relate to the state of the goods at the time of 
shipment, but to various things which might take place during the voyage. 
The question was whether there was to be read into the bill of lading a 
warranty with regard to the fitness of the refrigerating machinery, and the 


authorities had treated such a warranty as coming within the implied 
warranty as a SonWOFThInEss {see the raigmeees of ont Cairns and Ford 
el V. es , 3 App. Cas. 72). It had been argued 


that the only Obligation on the shipowner was to take reasonable care to 
make the ship fit for the purpose for which it was about to be used. The 
case referred to shewed that that was not the obligation but that the ship 
must be absolutely fit, and there was an implied warranty that that was 
so, and there was a breach of that warranty if the refrigerating machine 
in The Maori King was not fit at the commencement of the voyage to per- 
form the service gees the bill of lading. 

A. L. Surra, L.J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Oounset, Moulton, 
Q.C., Joseph Walton, Q.C., and James Fox; Bigham, Q.C., and Scrutton. 
Soxicrrors, Hollams, Son, Coward, § Hawkesley ; Walters, Johnson, Bubb, § 
Whatton. 













[Reported by F. O, Ronixsoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


EARL OF SHREWSBURY v. WIRRALL RAILWAYS COMMITTEE— 
No. 2, 30th July. 

Axsituation—Raitway Company—Umrire’s Fees pain sy LAnpowNgs -- 
AcTION TO Recover —Lanps Ciauses Consotiupation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 
Vicr. c. 18), ss. 24, 35. 

Appeal from Romer, J. The plaintiff was a landowner t? whom notice 
had been given by the railway company that they required to purchase 
some of his land. The plaintiff claimed £21,700, and the railway com- 
pany offered £9,500. ‘The plaintiff having given notice to have the 
amount fixed by arbitration, the umpire fixed it at £11,865. The plaintiff 


took ui ee award and pak — umpire’s foots Srna to £ 3. 6d. 
The or the costs of and inciden the arbitration was y 
one of the taxing masters, who struck out the item for £410 4s. 6d. as not 
being costs properly incurred by the landowner. The company refused to 
psy the amount, and the landowner brought this action to recover it. 
Section 34 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act is as follows :—‘‘ All 
the costs of any such arbitration and incident thereto to be settled by the 
arbitrators, shall be borne by the promoters of the undertaking, unless 
the arbitrators shall award the same or a less sum than shall have been 

ers e undortaki in Which case each party 


° arbitration, and the costs of the 













rov ‘*the arbitrators shall deliver their award in writing to 
the promoters of the undertaking, and the said promoters shall retain 
the same,”’ aud shall furnish a copy aud produce the award as mentioned 
in the section. Romer, J., dismissed the action, with costs: The plaintiff 
appealed, and contended thet by virtue of section 34 he had a statutory 
right to these costs, and that right was not cat down by section 35. 
He also contended that the taxing master had no jurisdiction to decide 
the question of the liability to make this payment. For the respondents 
it was argued that the payment by the plaintiff was a voluntary one, and 
was not included in his costa properly incurred under section 34; also 
that the decision of the taxing master could not be appealed against by 
way of review, and that the present action was merely an attempt te 
do so. 
Tus Covrr (Linpiey, Lopzs, and Rigsy, L.JJ) dismissed the appeal. 
Linvuey, L.J., said that he would like to have decided in the plaintiff's 
favour, but he did not see his way to doing so. There was a method 
whereby, if he had pursued it, the plaintiff might have compelled the 
defendants to pay these costs. He had a right to them under the statute. 
But the plaintiff had not = that course. He had taken up the 
award himself, and that he no right todo. There was no obligation 
on the defendants to reimburse him the moneys he had paid. That was 
the combined effect of sections 34 and 35. But if the matter could be 
looked upon as a taxation of costs, then the decision of the taxing master 
was final. That was decided in Re Sandbach Charity Trustees and North 
Staffordshire Railway Co. (26 W. RB. 229, 3 Q. B. D. 1) and The Metropolitan 
District Railway Oo. v. Sharpe (28 W. BR. 617, 5 App. Cas. 425). But his 
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lordship preferred to rest his decision on the fact that the plaintiff had 
disentitled himself to relief. 

Lorges and Riory, L.JJ., concurred,—Covunssr, Witt, Q.C., and T. I. 
Wilkinson ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Macneghten. Souicrrors, Hadden- 
Woodward, Macleod, § Blyth ; Cunliffes § Davenport, for J. B. Pollitt, Man- 
hester. 

(Reported by Annoip Grover, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BROOK v. THE MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE 
RAILWAY CO.—Chitty, J., 25th July. 
Ramway Company—Notices to Treat—Lanps Oxavuses ConsoLipaTION 


Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. oc. 18), s. 92—Parr or a Burtprve—“ Hovse ” 
** MANUFACTORY.” 


Motion. The plaintiffs were the lessees of lands and buildings in 
Nottingham, where they carried on the business of waste and shodd 
manufacturers. The pag having been served by the defendants wi 
a notice under the 


nds Clauses Act, se to treat for the sale of a 
portion of their leaseho Di 0 be taken for the purposes of the 












defendants’ railway undertaking, served a -notice on the defend- 
ants, requiring them to purchase the whol section 92 of the Ax 
which provid ng y 





ena at any e requ ed O sel 0 he 
railway a a ‘‘ part only of any house or other building or manufac- 
tory,’’ if such party be willing to sell the whole. The land comprised in 


the defendants’ notice consisted of land and a building a 
w end_of the plaintiffs’ land and _buil a com g & fo or 


the whole, and num onaplan. This building consisted of a 
ground-floor, in the occupation of tenants of the plaintiffs, and of second 
and third floors, divided respectively by a rough wooden partition, readily 
removed, with a door therein. The nearer portion of these floors was 
occupied by the plaintiffs for the purposes of their manufactory, and the 
further or extreme poition was occupied by a tenant at will. The land 
comprised in the defendants’ notice was that beneath the extreme portion 
of the second and third floors. The plaintiffs stated that they required 
the whole of the leasehold premises for the purposes of their business, and 
that they could not carry on the same with less room, and that to take 
the land would seriously impede them in their business. The following 
cases were referred to—viz., Spackman v. Great Western Railway Co. (1 Jur. 
N.S. 790, 4 W. R. Ch. Dig. 83), Grosvenor v. Hampstead Railway Co. (5 
W. R. 812, 1 De G, & J. 446), Richards v. Swansea Tramways Co. (26 W. R. 
764, 9 Ch. D. 425), Sparrow v. Oxford Railway Co. (2 D. M. & G. 94), 
Furniss v. Midland Railway Co. (L. R. 6 Eq. 473, 17 W. R. Ch. Dig. 145), 
Harvie v. South Devon Railway Co. (23 W. R. 42, 202), Loosemore v. Tiverton 
Railway Co. (30 W. R. 628, 31 W. R. 55, 32 W.R. 925, 22 Ch. D. 25, 
9 A. O. 480). 

Curry, J., said that it was conceded by the defendants, and was also 
plain, that had the plaintiffs confined their counter-notice to a claim to 
take the whole of No. 3, the claim would have been because the 
defendants could be required to take the whole of a house. But the de- 
fendants said that they did not require to take a part of a manufactory, 
but only to take that part of the house which was not used for the purposes 


of a manufactory. To determine what was the fac must 
be had to the user af the € 0 notice . was not necessary 
for this purpose that every part of the and buildings should be 


actually in use at the date of the notice. The land and buildings must, 
when looked at as a whole, be practically used as a manufactory. Hall, 
V.C., in Righards v. Swansea Tramways Co. (L. R. 9 Oh. D. 425, p. 429), 
said that section 92 mus a liberal sense; and ton, 
L.J., in the same case, said that, although he did not at all think that 
section 92 should be construed liberally so as to favour the landowner, 


yet it should be construed reasonably and fairly so as to see whether that 
which the com H Was or was not a one of 


. 437-8). endeavouring 
to construe the section fairly his lordship hg to the conclusion that the 
counter-notice was good. In his opinion, where a railway company pro- 
sed to take part of a building, another part of which building was used 
as a manufactory, they were, in substance, claiming to take a part of a 
manufactory within the fair meaning of section 92. It was plain that the 
part of the building sought to be taken was as to some portion used at the 
date of the defendant’s notice as part of the manufactory. In other words 
the property was part of a manufactory. His lordship, therefore de a 
declaration that the defendants were not enfitled 5 8 
ea preiiisces Of the pinimtins Without taking toe whole. 
ite , &.C., and £. Ford ; Farwell, Q.C., and Cha Macnaghten. 
Soricrrors, ‘Lee, Ockerby, & Everington, for J. § A. Bright, Nottingham ; 
Cunliffes § Davenport, for Lingard Monk, Birmingham. 
[Reported by J. F. Waxy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re ISAAC JONES AND THE JUDGMENTS ACT, 1864—Chitty, J., 
23rd and 24th July. 


Jupcment Creprror—Lanp—De.ivery 1n Exxscurton—Summany Oxper 
rok Sate—Form or Ornper as Movirrep py tugs Lanps Cuarcss Reois- 
TRATION AND Sgarcues Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 51), 8. 6—R. 8. C., 

6 LF, te. 


In this case, reported ante, p. 671, an order was made for inquiries and 
sale of the judgment debtor’s reversionary interost in real estate, os 
with small modifications the form in Seton, p. 1713, which form is i 
founded on the order in Re Cooper (87 W. R. 330). The modifications 
were rendered neceesary by the Lands Charges Registration and Searches 





























created 
said order 
of or vested in a purchaser for value, and which, if any, 


order of,, $¢., was before the 


by virtue of udgment, ttatute, or recognizance. 

p Pemierat aebiee wee directed to be sold “free from all incumbrances 
which have been created by any means subsequent to the said order of, 
&e., except such as were created in favour of or vested in a purchaser for value 
before the registration of the said order of, $e., and free from all liens, charges, 
or incumbrances which have arisen (whether before or after the date of the 
said order) under or by virtue of any a statute, or recognizance 
&c. On the petition on on the of July, counsel for the peti- 
tioner mentioned that the above modifications had introduced in the 
prayer in consequence of the Land Charges and Searches 


Act, 1888. 
4 hearing the main 


- 


Currry, J., said he thought they were right, and after 
point already reported, made the order as prayed. Ha 
55, r. 96, costs not exce e the costs 0! umme 
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ere i6 allowed. U " 
White, Tor Davia Seline, Swansea. 
[Reported by G. RowLanp Axstow, Barrister-at-Law.) 
Re HUDSON (Deceased), LANGLEY v. ANDEN—North, J., 25th July. 
Witt—Devise—Uncertaisty—Ciam or Dovstz Suares. 
Sarah Hudson, by her will dated the 2ist of November, 1882, devised 


her real estate to her trustees ‘“‘ upon trust to divide the same into eight 
equal parts, and transfer one equal eighth part to each of my eecond 
cousins on my mother’s side, absolutely, the four next of whom rol go 
children of the late John ie Eee Joseph Huxley John 
Huxley, and their brothers Alfred Huxley and another brother whose name 
I do not know, all reegy soy La the vo align Eps John ge 
(deceased),’’ the other four -parts v ° w 
were correctly described. There had been a brother of , ah John, and 
Alfred named Henry, who was dead at the date of the will, and also 
another brother named Jonathan, w then li , both of whom had 
children. The testatrix devieed residue ‘‘to be 
ually divided between the le of the penn ney Cogan yp 
Chasies Anden and James and also between the five 
daughters of the late Walter Brotherston, and also bet 
Trcthenstens who should be lviag ab her decenes 
Brotherston, who . 
It was now argued on further consideration that Henry’s children were 
entitled to share in the residue, or that the gift was void for " 
Norn, J., had no doubt that Jonathan was the person intended by 


testatrix. 
One of the five sons of Walter Brotherston married Sarah Brother 
ston, and it was that their children took two shares apiece, 


one as children of their father, and another as of their 
mother. 

Nortn, J., thought it quite clear that as the children were to take 
“‘ share and share alike” the children of Sarah and Thomas only took one 


share apiece.—Counset, Vaughan Hawkins ; Romer ; Swinfen tip 0. ; 
A. Powell; G. B. Hamilton; C. F. Collins. Soxscrrons, H. § G. Keith, for 
Camp $ Ellis, Watford, Herte.; G. B. Webb, for BE. Witchell § Sons, Stroud ; 


F. Budd. 
(Reported by G. B. Hamitrow, Barrister-at-Law.) 


BATTERSEA v. COMMISSIONERS OF SEWERS OF THE CITY OF 
LONDON—North, J., 26th July. 


Ancient Licurs—Prescurption Acr (2 & 3 Wu. 4 c. 71, se. 3, 4)— 


UPTIONS. 









numbered 72, 73, 74, and 75, the h had been i 
July, 1875, the other were down in October, 1875. The 
plaiutiffs claimed that under section 3 of the Prescription Act a right to 
access of light was given by twenty years’ enjoyment, and that under 





















Cl. & F. shewed that an rh 
of light was given by user for nineteen years. 

Norru, J., granted an interim injunction restraining the erection of 
buildings on the site of No. 75 so as to obstruct the access of light to the 
laintiff’s premises, but as regards the other three houses o rrante: 
Damion estraining 
higher Loan tuose whi 
Eady, Q.C., and J. G. Wood; Samuel Ti ’ 

E. E. Jenkins. Sorscrrons, Flower, Nussey, ¢ Fellowes ; B. A. Baylis. 


(Reported by G. B. Hamiutow, Barrister-at-Law. ) 
RUTTER v. EVERETT—Stirling J., 24th July. 


Banxruprcy—Orper anv Disposrrion—Consant or Tauz Ownen—Rs- 
CEIVER APPOINTED cuNnDER Conveyancinc Acr, 1881 — Exranr or 
AvrTuoriry. ; : : 


By a deed dated the 3lst December, 1891, the defendant E., who then 








by 


oa 
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varried,on the business of a tobacconist at No. 289, Oxford-street, demised 
No. 289 aforesaid to the — for the residue ‘of @ term of twelve and 
phe dary po yan f= doy’, Oy wer page «+ pach wy the repayment of 
«eum of £1,000 thereon, and 88) by wa of further 
| security spain unde s, the good 








or owing to” tothe mortgagor in in respect 
000 Was to be repaid by monthly instalments, and 


that if the mortgagor should make default in payment of 


it was provided 
an instalment for fourteen days, the whole should become payable ~~" * 


with; The contained no express power of r papas, | a receiver. 
November, 1898; default was aa in payment of an instalment in 2 
ance with ‘the terms of the deed. On the 9th of May, 1893, the plaintiffs 
executed a written instrument, as follows: “‘We, . . . by virtue of 
the power conferred on us under the Conveyancing and Law of Property 
Act, 1881 (as m of the under-mentioned peopel). and of every 
a) power enab’ us in this behalf, b: harles F 
: , . « «. tobe receiver of the income of the pre er 
ford-street, . . . and oftrade-mares . . . and ‘the goodwill and 
of the business cafried on by E., . . . with © powers 
by the said Act conferred on a receiver appointed under the provisions 
yy th - « . Ford thereupon took possession of No. 289 aforesaid, 
j and ie carried on the business of a tobacconist there. It was 
a matter of dispute whether he did or did not take possession of the stock- 
in-trade on the said premises. On 16th of May, 1893, E., committed 


an act of Gonkraptey. On the 17th of May, 1598, the present action was 
mmenced Dy an originating ul i 8 C 
ath Hay, 189. lon Ford from ‘No. BD aforesaid, ‘ah tet 
the shop closed during the day, oo the as E. alleged, of pre- 


purpose 
venting Ford coer selling the stock-in-trade. On the at May, 1893, 
; ade in the action haves bs prejudice e power 


tf Kesake 














id busin ' ' n the 

1893, a rece was made ay ae defendant, founded on “the 
Soe ee committed by him on the 16th of May. The 
ee eee y made a pt, and on the 24th of Octo- 
cog beg trustee in bankruptcy was made a defendant to the action. 


—— tk BE rave Se debtors _of the bank- 


d siness, and dinary course | ceived book 
debs dost the anki omimenerent of the bankruptcy to the 
amount of over £400 pon the receiver’s accounts being taken in cham- 
bers, the trustee in bankruptcy claimed such amount as represented book 
debts in the order and disposition of the bankrupt, with the consent of the 
true owner at the commencement of the bankruptcy, -_— the question of 
the validity of such claims was adjourned into court, and now came on 

for decision. The rest of the facts sufficiently appear from the reserved 







ee 


Saigumabet 
Srmume, J. [His lordship after stating the facts as above set out, 
continued :— t was alleged at the hearing that the plaintiffs had, 


on the 16th and 17th of May, notice of the act of bankruptcy com- 
E, but in my opinion such notice has not been estab- 
the evidence. It was admitted by the plaintiffs that at 
the commencement of the bankru the debts were in the order 
and not inc of the bankrupt, but it was contended (1) that they 
were in such order and disposition with the consent of the true owners, 
the GR | That at all events they were not in such order or dis- 
consent on or after the 17th of May, at which date, as 
have beady found , the plaintiffs had no notice of any act of bankruptcy on 
of E. In support of their first contention the plaintiffs rely on the 
instrument of the 9th of May, 1893. It isobjected by the trustee in bank- 
that this instrument does not in terms include the book debts, and 
Act, 1881 (sections 19 and 24), only enables a 
ver of the income of the moit property, 
debts are not such income, but constitute 


of the receiver, alth 
ion, amoun’ Gs ice of a Cotermatpation of 
ne rece p ban! ) ’ 







eese-oe in order to take it out of the order disposition of 
, is bound to give notice of the t to the de 

down by Turner, LJ., ees ¢ v. #(5 W.R 541, i 

subj matter of the assign- 


De oe pel see pp. 140, 141), where 

interest under a will. It is not, however, to be 
fnferrd that its absolutly D2ORARATY 88 goods that they should 
be in the actual i pameetion site ep etper at the commencement of the 
s regards chattels ‘‘in which there is no visible owner- 
rice should be given before that time. In Smith v. Topping 

(5 _& A. 674) the true owner of tted them { Temain 
os eer of the bankrupt until the day before the commencement of the 
and then demanded them to be given up but was met by a 
SMEGE: ca Ms oun ba teh at. tho comminmauinal ofthe baeaoemter Os 
res Peary ie the pt with the consent of the 
acted upon by pr og Appe = is : 

ard Ae W. R. 115, 8 Ch. App. 144), : 
had been demanded from the bap 






fice 





udgments of the learned judges therein at a eee 
ae onclusic to be 


a these = 





——e, 






iD to ei g cones 1 p : 
tl that inverehice may be rebutted by other fac 
tt od it in the Tanguage of the fudge ane Os 


? aque Lhe P DO ible ste ; 9 ODtain posse on 
: he debt, or f, in the Tanguage 5 Sieh. Ll. Te Pa to 

possession is nC butable to any fault of his own. may add that 
wa sr eas 2 219), Fawws v. Hi (2 - 105), 
and Brewin v. E. & B. 227), appear to that if the 
assignee 


eae oe Lcssipedilien of eng quval cami 
raptey, the assignee will be entitled to the benefit of the 
by phony 49 of the Bankruptcy 
t@ace. If the 


Act, 1883. This 
of the state of the law, I have now.to apply it in the presen 
bankruptcy had occurred within a short time after the 9th or 16th of May, 
1893, I should ate thought that bad ranger hy laid ipa » ye Rs 
, Bz parte Wa nue, w, Pp. o Ow- 
~~ the receiving order in bankruptcy = not bad gn the 16th of 
June, 1893, a month later than the receivership order. In the interval | | 
there was ample time to give the usual notice to the debtors of the bank- , 
a Ze uestion arises, Why Ce ee eel cae etal 
in his affida t says it was not given because it Soe Se Se 
The receiver who answered that affidavit takes no notice of 
by the bankrupt, but says that notice was not given Gas tree 
that his appointment on the 9h of May and his subsequent appoint- 
— by - — on the 17th of 4 zi oe out of aa 
and disposition. SS n my — e receiver's View 
the law was prghian Be f Eo ppointment of 


Ms 


m con- 
my view 


BEZSERSESSS&8oese | 






his was not done, and the failure ap 
; able to a default on the part of the laintiffs. I think, 
‘eanatone, that the trustee in bankruptcy is entitled to these debts. — 
Couns, Bve ; Cooper Willis, Q.C , and Butcher. Soxscrrors, Morten Cut- 
ler § Oo. ; West, King, Adams, $ Co. 


(Reported by Anruun Morton, Barrister-at-Law.] 





PEEREESSaTSEE=EESEe oy 


Winding-up Cases. 


THE PRESERVATION SYNDICATE (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
26th July. 


Company—Winpwwe-urp—Paw vr SHaress—RscriricaTion oy Recistsr— 





Errscr or Winpine-vr Onpgn—Comranigs Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. 1875 

c. 131), 8. 25. half 

try | 

each 

him 

out 

infor 

secti 

(see: 

was | 

the j 

was 

for b 

COs eps ont Ghee eee Sen St ene Saw ek 

east of « cusseepantnny suuibar of posieeenes shares fully paid | that | 

waase ve-named syndicate, and with the same num- to he 

bers. The action first came on before Stirling, J., on the 14th of h, it 
1895, when it was ordered to stand over for a fi ht, on it being stated 
to the court that liquidation _—_ A petition for 
bmg & was presented by the syndicate itecif on the 13th of March, 
and a waa endian wan wins on the 31th of Mazch. On the 29th of 

March the motion came on before Kekewich, J., who stated that he would — 
uest Vaughan Williams, J., to take the motion, and the motion was 
Ordered to stand over genessliy, wi with liberty oe The motion now 

came on before Va' ion Williams, J. Ttapponted that in 1899 proposals Cas 

were to mpc eo business 0 ig apse tat that x4 pad 

another a resolution was y onguy a 

the sale, a golng concern, comarey $0 intent 
psec Nene purchave-money to be ‘pele Te preference 

the syndicate. the agra. Waud 

coaut of the 21th of Daly, ie. eS ie nae tas eee the Waud 

rose exaeeiaaend Oe to the syndicate, and the shareholders so trans- do ‘hix 

fren teens ce trae o cakenca aah tone aneen Ga “ee al 

cure on ther of the members of the syndicate in June, 1893. unlaw 

The t of the 27th of July, 1898, under which these shares were / _ Tt was 

was not filed with the until the 28th of that month. abettii 

These'was an estimated deficiency of amsets to meet the liabilities of the aa 

. The question was now raised whether the holders of the aud 

Pi shares (i.¢., the ts) were liable to the full amount The q 

of their shares in cash or or whether their liability was not restricted for th 

to such an amount as would be sufficient to meet the debts of the syndi- PE ai 
cate. The follo authorities were referred to :—Buckley on the Uom- 

5th ed., p. 119; Darlington Forge Oo. (35 W. R. 357, 34 Oh. or 

) Bes a Gold Min ing Co., Ex parte Thomas (21 Opinio 

R. 782, L. R. 18 Eq. 17 (a) * ones case (00 Oh. D. 702). Ff oby vec 








- uo eS 


al 


err > 


A 


+ @ 


93. 


(2 








THE SOLICITORS? JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 39.) -6or 








Aug. 3, 1895. 






















os his enter Ae his lordship id 
b br solicitors ‘or the new company, contained a clause ag 
far poorer aay, wn aa to putthe matter right by can- 

a: damietaeed Welers » and other shares in 
lieu thereof. But there wasa difficulty in doing tbis, because the company 
was insolvent. All the shareholders honestl Ree mayy that the contract 
had been ee Seca eee t so too. The com did 
not consent to the course pro a. ne te 
debtedness. The mistake 2 preiudice 





could not be corrected ud 
P aril, ‘tor FF. 0. i 


Sis ‘Wh. oT. tou. 
[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxz, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
Ez parte MERNAGH—25th Jaly. 


Practice—Merropouitan Potice Cuourt—JunrispicTIoN—Sauz or Fuop anp 
Drves Act, 1875 (38 < 39 Vicr. c, 61), s. 20—Amenpmanr Act, 1879 
(42 & 43 Vicr. c. 30), 8. 


This was an application oe a rule or mandamus directed to Mr. Horace 
Smith, a metropolitan police ear and determine two 
gg vane taken out ektar the Sale of Food and D 

the tary i tor for the parish of St. Mary’s, 
nly Patrick eee. on two occasions took samples of milk in 
course of delivery by the Manor Farm Co. (Limited to the Great 
Northern Hospital, Islington, and on analysis.it was found that the two 

samples of were diluted with 5 and 14 per Mer ain amo nte f of added 
water. On his information, proceedings were insti 
Oo. under section 3 of the Food and Tenge Act, 1879, in the tee Olerkenwell 
Police Court. At the trial the Dairy Co. proved that the milk wus as 
received by them at the station, and that the farmer supplied it to them 
with a written warranty as to its purity and quality. warran’ 

4 on_was a label attached by the farmer h churn. n e 

ie 6 summons iry Co. and granted 
one the farmer for selling milk with @ falee warranty. The sum- 
mons set out that the farmer ‘‘ did on the 14th day of June, 1895, 
false warranty in writing to the Manor Farm Oo. (Limited), the 
purchasers, in respect of a churn of milk sold by him 7 the said 


half of the farmer by his counsel that the magistrate had no jurisdiction to 
try the summons, on two grounds—(1) that the warranty was attached to 


each churn at the farm in Rutlandshire and the milk was delivered 
him to the Co. at East Finchley Railway Station, both being 
out of the j ion of that court; and (2) that the person giving the 


information was not a person com: 
section 20 of the Sale of Food and 
| the place where the samples were taken from the churn 


was within the district in which the court had ‘jurisdiction, and also that 
the jurisdiction of the magistrate extended to Isli » where the milk 
was to be sold by the Dairy Co. The magistrate the view contended 
for by the defendant’s counsel, cate roves it case, on the ground 
that he had no jurisdiction. Hence the 

Tue Court (Granruam and Wauicut, JJ. a the facts, 


that the was wrong in holding that he had not ’ jurisdiction 
to hear the summons, and directed that the rule as asked for should issue. 
—OounseL, Macmorran. Soxicrron, Stanley Hoare. 


| Reported by Exsxixz Raw, Barrister-at-Law.} 


THE QUEEN v. WAUDBY—C. C. R., 27th July. 
CatmmmnaL Law—Wovunpinec —Arpinc anp Anetrinc — INDICTMENT FOR 
Fsiony—Conviction or MispemMzanour. 


Case stated by Lawrance,J. John Waudby and William Waudby were 
tried on the 17th of May at the Leeds Assizes’ u an indictment, one 






" 8 se hd coun 
illiam Featherstone with intent to 
do'him vous bodily 


with and abetting. The found John Waudby 


/ unlawfully wounding and William {Wexaby guilty of aiding and 
It was objected on behalf of William Waudby that as he was aiding 
abettin; only he was enti to 


Waudby with felonio iy w woundi 
harm, William 


The question was whether he was ai so ruling. 
for the or for the prosecution. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Russs.u or KiLtowsgn, CJ., Poiiock, B., Guawrnam, 
Lawrance, and Waicur, JJ.) affirmed the conviction. 


Lord Russert or Kritowsn, C.J., read the case, and said that in the 


opinion of the court the learned jie, va dente Bee Bs Tt was 
upon’ 


by section 5 of 14 & 15 Vict. c. 1 


the Dairy za - 
Ran Court (Lord Russsi, or Kitrowsgn, 0.J., Potsocx, B., Gran- 





for felonious Nbyreery the were satisfied that the defendant Was t; 
might nog pe ey cee 





| 
if: 


Poutock, B., GranrHam, Leilani and Wricut, JJ., concurred. 
Conviction affirmed. 


(Reported by T. R. C. Dirt, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


THE QUEEN v. FARNBOROUGH—C. OC. R., 27th July. 


CrmunaL Law—Lanceny—Verpicr—Finpine or Facrs onty— 
Conviction. 


Oasesteted by Oe, pclae a Littler, Q.0., chairman of the Middlesex Quarter 











Sessions. milk, but the facts of 
the c were case. The chairman 
the pehoner wee in law gulty. Mo evilenos, GEDDY as 1 charoter, 

Vilse ) T BT Ce A Le) been absent considering 
their verdict for some time, the obatrman sent for them and aaked thea 
S tow sae sored Sie said that they were not. The chairman 
then asked them the evidence for the prosecution, and 
tion could be asked ¢: op or dt reed oar | 
verdict ne 


amounted to one of guilty becom A RS olcostd thea 
nding the decision <. onto 
the chairman bed the 


ence charged, (J ‘© ti tisfaction 


pag 


THAM, Lawazancr, and Waicut, JJ.) a 
Lord Russzit or Kittowen, O.J., a 


case im- 
portant question : had it not been so he would have been content ly 
to say that the conviction could not stand. The verdict of wae 















then hy sate igh Geet jalguamas te bo ented Wasi 
saat, Lawrance, and Whricut, JJ., concurred. Conviction 


—Counsst, A. Hutton; J. P. and Rowsell. Soxsicrrons, 
erbert Firth ; C H. Mason. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. } 
BRITISH INSULATED WIRE p.m .) ». THE PRESCOT URBAN 
DISTRICT COUN 29th July. 
or wir LocaL 


Intecat Conrraact—Pznatty—Rieut or Actrion—Conrract 
Avrnoniry—Pusiic Heavrn Acr, 1875, 8. 174 (2). 


Sor he Gosiion <6 8 eet oy nears SS 


This was a 
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Tue Court (Potiock, B., and = waste, J.) held that the word “ shall” 
in section 174 (2) . the “Public Health Act, soba Me me perem: tory; y, and 
that the abeence p alty clanea in the agree theatre Fe ideres 

.— CounsgL, Taoun 


Walt ' 0.C., ; Sanelests. Deanerens, Muir, Allens § Chap- 
man, for F. J. "Leslie ¢ "Co. , Liverpool ; Chester, Mayhew, Broome, $ Griffiths, 
for Henry Cross, Prescot 

[Reported hy F. 0. Rosixsox, Barrister-at-Law.] 


















































Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN WHITWHAM AND OTHERS, 
TRUSTEES, &c , AND THE WREXHAM, MOLD, AND CONNAH’S QUAY 
RAILWAY CO.—25th July. 


Pracrics—AnrsiTRATION—APPLICATION TO REMOVE AN ARRBITRATOR—UN- 
JUSTIFIABLE LiticaTion—Common Law Junispicrion—CosTs AS BETWEEN 
Souicrror anv Curent. 


4 Tiley an application for an order of the court to remove an arbitrator 
agreement. O| Lue 25 ith of February, 1889. rom the 
ed in court it appeared that Mr. Benjamin Piercey in 1889 
posed into an agreement with the Wrexham, Mold, and Connah’s Quay 
Railway Co. to execute certain work in connection with the railway, and 
alter bis death the contract was carried on and completed by the trustees 
appointed for that purpose under his will. The trustees claimed to have 
done a great deal of work not specified for in the contract. The company 
refused to admit this, and brought a counter-claim. The claims made by 
| each party aay extremely heavy, and the matter was referred to an 
arbitrator. In order to have evidence of the quantum of extra work 
alleged to have been done, the trustees engaged a Mr. Thompson, a civil 
engineer, to measure up the works. Correspondence passed between the 
parties as to the date when the arbitration should commence, and the 
arbitrator finally decided to take it on the 29th of July. During the 
fog soma the trustees pointed out that their most important witness 
Mr om: was leaving England on the 26th of J aly, and desired 
that the arbitration should begin prior to that date. The arbitrator de- 
cided, however, that he must adhere to the date previously fixed by him. 
Under these circumstances the trustees applied for an order to remove the 






bitral tor, On the Pron ia fe had Blused tO take a Drelimins 
examination of Mr. ompson and had refused to hear arguments by 
counsel wh pae €xamination should no ake place before the h inst., 
ite UrtDe!l LuAL DY Dis COMUUCL LUCY bo Deen. And WoOulu oe in he 


future, 0 — and a ee Counsel for the trustees 
su rator, nd ving under the circumstances 
arranged to take Mr. Thompson’s evidence prior to the date of his leaving 
England, amounted to such professional misconduct as to warrant the 
court making an order for his removal. [Grantuam, J.—If the arbitration 
had commenced, and the arbitrator had then refused to arrange to take 
the evidence of an important witness unable after a certain date to attend, 
that might amount to legal misconduct. But that is not the case here. 
The witness is going to Argentina for six months. You must either 
| arrange to send a commission to take his evidence there, or put off the 
case until his return. } 


GuarTHam, J. —Thes ap plication u 
the 2 5 








@ shadow c as affidavits 
trator has done air which le was 5 not entitled to do. I think he has 
ae all that he could do to meet the convenience of the parties, and it is 





no fault of his that an important witness has to leave England for a time. 
question is that of costs. If we had power, I should like to give 
trator his costs as between solicitor and client, and were this a 
Gunns matter we could do so, but it is questionable whether the power 
exists in matters of common law jurisdiction. I see, from a note to 
ord. 65, r. 29 in the Annual Practice ( 1153, RB. 8. C., 1895), that 
the Court of Appeal expressly er yg interfere with costs given on 
solicitor and client scale in the case of Andrews v. Barnes (39 Ch. D. 189), 
but in the absence of — authority we must not give costs exce 
as between party and It is very hard that a person should 
brought here to defen himself on charges that are groundless and then 
have to bear the cost of defending himself. The order as to costs must 


therefore be in the ordinary form. As the railway com do _ not 

we shall order the arbitration to stand over generlly until 

Mrs F. anomp x » Pt are known to the trustees, 
arrangements for 


“Whicut, J., akg ieee te , a —CovunseL, Balfour 
Brown, Q.C., "and F. Low ; Cripps, Q.C., and Arnold Statham; C. A. 
Russell. Souicrrors, Crowders $ Vizard; Le Brasseur § Oakley, for H. C. 
Corfield, Oswestry ; ‘Cunliffes $ Davenport, ‘for J. B Pollitt, Manchester. 


[Reported by Exsxinz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. } 














Solicitors’ Cases. 
REG. v. INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY—Q.B.D., 29th July. 


SoLictronk—APPLICATION TO KEQUIRE SoLIctroR TO ANSWER ALLEGATIONS— 
‘4 
No Puma Factz Case or Misconpuct—Jvnrispicrion or ComMMITTEE OF 
Ixconporatep Law Soctery—Soticrrors Acr, 1888, s. 13. 


In this case an application had been made to the 
proach: dlicitor that two eolicitors might De 


ncorporated 


aw 
required to answer 





professional misconduct contained ii an affidavit of tie 
/ 4) sticant the solicitors in question might be sti off the rolls 
4 or suspe ed or that such order should be made 8 the CO should thin! 
j be Uommittee of the Incorpo ted w BSocie inted undeél 

Y appo 















the Solicitors Act, "1888, ha considered the gon contained in the 
affidavit, and without calling solicitors appear and answer 
the allegations, were of opinion that the app! not made out a 


primd facie case of professional misconduct against the solicitors, and the 
committee declined to hold any further rey = the case. 


The a 
eae 


thereupon obtained » rile aie ¢ ng upon the ae 







13 of the Solic’ ” 1888 provides that an application to strike the 
name of a solicitor ' off the a's or to require a solicitor to answer 
tions contained in an affidavit, ‘shall be made to and shall be heard by the 
committee in accordance with the rules to be made under the Act. 7 The 
committee, after hearing the case, shall embody their finding in the form 
of a report to the High Court of Justice. If Oe alte are of opinion 
that there is no primd facie case of misconduct t the solicitor, the 
a a not take any further proceedings; but if the committee are 
pinion that there is a primd facie case, it shall be the duty of the 

to bring the report of the committee before the court. On behalf of the 
society it was contended that if after reading the affidavit of the applicant 
the committee were of opinion that a primd facie case of misconduct had 
not been made out, they were not bound to hear the case any further or to 
call upon the solicitors to answer the complaint. For the applicant it was 
argued that in every bond fide application ea if the misconduct alleged is 
clearly not | epee misconduct) the committee must, before pms 
that a primé facie case has not been made out, hold an inquiry as pro 
by the rules, and make a report. 

"Tan Court (Potxocx, B., and Waicur, J.) discharged the rule nisi. 

Pouuock, B., said that a rule nisi had very rightly been granted in the 
case because ths case raised a new and important question as to the juris- 
diction of the Committee of the Incorporated Law Society appointed under 
the Act of 1888. The chief and cardinal point for the court to consider 
was that that committee was in substitution for the master, whose duty it 
was prior to the Act to report on the facts of the case. It was clear that 
the master had only that subsidiary duty to perform, and any question as 
to the necessity of granting a committee had formerly to be decided by 
the court itself. But it was important to observe that under the Act of 
1888 the application was to be made in the first instance to the committee 
and not to the court. It could not, however, have been the intention of 
sy Legislature to say that whereas formerly the court had power to refuse 

to grant a rule nisi on the ground that a primd facie case for inquiry had 
not been made out, yet the committee must in all cases hold an inquiry 
and hear both sides and report to the court, although the committee might 
be of opinion that the applicant had failed to make out a prima facie case 
for inquiry. That was strong ground for ascertaining whether the Act 
had not in fact provided a more rational course—i.e., whether the com- 
mittee had not a discretion to say that there was no prima JSacie case. His 
lordship was of the opinion tke Act was so framed as to give that discre- 
tion. tion 13 provided that if after hearing an application the com- 
mittee are of onlchen that there is uo primd facie case of misconduct 

t a solicitor, the society need not take any further proceedings. 
Whereas, if there was primd facie case, the society had to bring the report 
of the committee before the court. The distinction which had existed in 
the old practice was thus maintained under the Act. The section further 
provided, that, although the committee might be of opinion that there 
was no prima "facie case of misconduct, a splication might be made to the 
ere and the applicant would be entitled to be heard “‘ if the society 
the report of the committee before the court.’”” But these last _ 
did not make it binding upon the committee to bring a report 

te 8 the court in all cases. There was = ground on which the 
rule ought to be pees we iL known mle that the court 
would not grant a : 7 t 







Clp. ) 
Caf mpbe eg. V. Lords of cs (16 Q. B. 337), ond yy Hill J., in 
Re Barlow (30 L. J. Q. B. 27), and followed in the cases of Reg. v. Registrar 
of Joint-Stock Companies (21 Q. B. D. 131) and Re Nathan (12 Q. B. D. 461). 


Now section 19 of the Act wh het provided that the Master of the Rolls 
might s : iction_¢ over so icitors whic 








ne J., omni. The application for a mandamus failed on three 
grounds. The effect of the Act of 1888 was that applications with regard 
to misconduct by a solicitor had to be made to a committee of the Incor- 
porated Law Society instead of as formerly to the court. The court 


Sear had a discretionary power to refuse such an application, and the 
committee had to some extent the same discretion. or instance, if the 
matters alleged against the solicitor were not matters of professional mis- 

conduct, the committee not only might but ought to refuse to grant an 
inquiry, and in such a case the court would be slow to interfere with the 
Georelion of the committee. Secondly, in his lordship’s opinion the 
committee were in an analogous position to a magistrate who was asked 
to and refused to t a warrant, in which case the court would only 
grant a mandamus if the m istrate had declined on wrong grounds to 
exerciee his jurisdiction. “T y, he with the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in a Weare (1893 ; 2 Q. B. 439), where the court took the 
view that section 19 t preserved the — of the — to 
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Q.C , and Hollams ; Finlay, Q.0., Lovett, Q.0., and 4. T. Lawrene. Sout- 
qrons, R. Chapman ; 8. P. Bucknill ; Trower, Freeling, ¢ Parkin. 
(Reported by F. 0, Ronrxsow, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


Re BIRCHAM & CO—OC.A., No. 2, 24th July. 


Sourcrrons — Costs — Taxation —Danznturs Trust Dasp—Sozicrroxs’ 
Remuneration Acr, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 44), s. 2—Gunzrat Orpen, 
1882, n. 2 (a) anpD (c), ScuEputz I., Panr I. 

Ap from isi Sckewich, J. (reported ante, p. 640). Messrs. 
Bircham & Co., acting as solicitors for the trustees, had prepared and ob- 
tained the execution of a certain debenture trust deed to secure deben- 
tures to the amount of £90,000, to be issued by the Midland Coal, Coke, 
and Iron Co.. (Limited). As a matter of fact no debentures were ever 
issued, nor was any money paid under the deed. The Solicitors’ Remu- 
neration Act, 1881, s. 2, empowered the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief 
Justice of England, the Master of the Rolls, and the president of the In- 
corporated Law Society, with certain others, to make general orders for 

ribing and regulating the remuneration of solicitors in respect of 

a connected with sales, purchases, leases, mortgages, settlements, 

and other matters of conveyancing. The General order made in pursuance 

of the Act, provided as follows: (Section 2) ‘‘The remuneration of a 

solicitor in respect of business connected with sales, purchases, leases, 

mortgages, settlements, and other matters of conveyancing ae 
be regulated as follows, namely :—(a) In respect of sales, purchases, and 
mortgages completed, the remuneration of the solicitor having the con- 
duct of the business, whether for the vendor, purchaser, mortgagor, or 
mortgagee, is to be that prescribed in Part I. of Schedule I. to this order. 

(c) In respect of business not hereinbefore provided for, connected with 

any transaction, the remuneration for which, if completed, is hereinbefore, 

or in Schedule I. hereto prescribed, but which is not, in fact, completed, 

. . » the remuneration is to be regulated according to the present 

system as altered by Schedule II. hereto.” By Schedule I., Part I.a 

mortgagee’s solicitor is entitled to a percentage on the amount of money 

advanced for investigating title to freehold, copyhold, or leasehold pro- 
y, and preparing and completing mortgage. The solicitors claimed, 
virtue of the statute and order as above stated, to be entitled to the 
scale fee, as solicitors for the mortgagees, on the sum of £90,000. The 
taxing-master refused the claim on the ground that the solicitors were 
entitled to remuneration only for the work which they had actually done. 

Kekewich, J., reversed this decision, and allowed them the scale-fee on 

£90,000. The company appealed, and urged that, even if the document 

in question were a mortgage at all, it was abortive, but it was not in fact 

a mortgage, because the money could have been advanced without this 

trust deed, which was not the governing deed. The completion of a mort- 

was not the completion of any particular document within the mean- 
ing of the Act. The completion of the mo meant the handing over 
of the money and the title deeds and the execution of the deed. 

They referred to Savery v. The Enjield Local Board (41 W. R. Dig. 232 ; 

1893, A. C. 218), Parker v. Blenkhorn (37 W. R. 401, 14 App. Cas. 1), Re 

Stewart (37 W. R. 484, 41 Ch. D. 494), Re Lacey § Son (32 W. R. 233, 25 

Ob. D. 301). 

Tus Court (Linpuey, Lorgs, and Riesy, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

LinvLey, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said that he come to 
the conclusion that the taxing-master was right. He had no hesitation 


in saying that the case came within sub-section (c) of the general order. 
Unti D were issued the trust was for th f the 
company; there was no security, an e e Of the tures was 
piteeaent to the security. His lordship doubted whether a mortgage to 
secure further advances would fall within the scale-fee, but it was not 
necessary to decide that point then. It came clearly within sub-section 
(¢) and not (a), and, therefore, the appeal must be allowed. 

Lorgs, L J., was of the same opinion, and did not think it was a mort- 
gage within the meaning of the Act. In any case, it was not a completed 
mortgage transaction, and the appeal must be allowed. 

Ricny, L.J., said that at the date of the execution of the deed it was not 
a security at wll. No single debenture was ever issued, and it was im- 
— to turn into a completed mortgage that which was not intended to 

a completed mortgage. The court refused leave to appeal, if such leave 
were necessary, on the ground that no question of principle was involved ; 
it turned entirely on the fact of the abortive mortgage. Appeal allowed. 
—CounseL, Bramwell Davis, Q.C., and Younger ; Warrington, Q.C., and 
Kenyon Parker. Souicrrons, Thorowgood, Tabor, § . 3; Bircham § 
%. [See observations, ante, p. 664.] 


[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 








At the Birmingham Assizes on Wednesday Mr. Justice Charles sentenced 
‘burglar to fifteen months’ imprisonment. When the convict clutched 
the dock rails and attempted to address some observations to a detective 
officer in court, the man was instantly laid hold of by a stalwart warder 
and thrown the dock steps. ‘The jury called the judge’s attention to the 
rough treatment the prisoner had been subjected to, and Mr. Justice 
Charles had the warder placed in front of the dock and severely repri- 
manded him. He said he saw the man deliberately thrown down, and 
informed the warder that he had greatly exceeded his duty. Later in the 
day, counsel on behalf of the warder desired to explain the incident by 
saying that the prisoner dropped his hat, and, in stooping to = it up, 
fell down the steps. Mr. Justice Charles: Nonsense. I saw thro 
the man downatelrs. Counsel: You may have been deceived, my lord. 
Mr. Justice Charles: I will hear no more. He aggravates his offence by 
the explanation. 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
We continue our extracts from the 


Long Vacation business.—In _ 

from the Lord Chancellor, ee eee 
gestion which had been made to as to of repealing the 
rule under which the Long Vacation does not count in the computation of 
time for delivering or amending His a intimated that 
he felt inclined to propose that, of the whole of the Long 
Vacation up to October 24 being uded, the exclusion should stop on 
September 24. The council approved of the and addressed a 
letter to Lord Chancellor 


pe Son, and Siiguten thoviiesenmuesl to is ae septs 

o ution, an ann’ o 

1893, ted that, in addition to the delivery of the following 
sugges very ar a 


business should be transacted during the Long —In the 
Chancery Division : (1) The ap of new trustees and of trustees 
under Settled Lands Acts and , and all other applications under the 
Settled Lands Acts and the Settled Estates Acts. (2) Applications under 


the Vendors and Purchasers Act, 1874. (3) The issuing of summonses 
under order 55, and dealing with the subject of iid.) yenrsg (4) 
Application relating to the and main' infants. (5) 


Ap ons under the Infants’ Act, or in a pending 
ac where an infant is a ward of (6) Applications under the 
ye gee Acts. (7) All unopposed for ment into or 
out of court. (8) The taxation of in all cases a fund, 


whether in or out of court, has to be divided, and in all other cases where 
urgent and special reasons can be shewn. 
directed by any order, if the judge so orders. And as 
Bench Division—(1) Taxation of costs. (2) A 
women under the and Abolition Act. (3) Applications 
for the appointment of an arbitrator or umpire, and -other matters of 
procedure under the Arbitration Act, 1889. In the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division : decrees absolute for divorce. A letter in 
received by the council from the Lord Chancellor to the effect 
Chancery judges thought that this would mean that 
contentious work of Chancery Division should be carried on during 
the Vacation, and asking the council whether that was 
tion which they intended to make. To this inquiry the council have 
replied that they remained of opinion the whole of the business mentioned 
in this paragraph ought to be transacted throughout the Long Vacation. 

Trial of commercial cases.—The president and vice- in October, 
1894, had, at the invitation of the Lord Ohief J an interview with 
his lordship with reference to the formation of a court for the trial of com- 
mercial cases. The president 
scheme to members of the council who e large 
cial business, who expressed themeel: vour 
so informed the Lord Chief Justice, and the council note with satisfaction 
the successful establishment and of 

County court rules.—The council 
rules received from the Lord Chancellor, and expressed the 2 
they saw no objection to them ; but were doubtful whether a rule w 
pocpeces te pathcxine dhe sereiee st. exutenanmeian 

made without legislation, as section 102 of 51 & 52 Vict. c. 43 pre- 
scribes the delivery of the summons to the juryman, his wife 


inmate of the house. This p rule was withdrawn. council 
took this opportunity of to the notice of the Lord Chancellor 
and the Rule Committee Court Judges some points on 
the existing county court rules with contempt of court, 
as the proposed rules dealt largely with this subject. The form 
of judgment debtor summons commands the defendant to appear, 
bat imposes no penalty on his non-appearance, and. if, as fre- 
quently is the case, the has no means of proving without 
the defendant, w the defendant is able to pay 
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— to make, and that the society should be at liberty to bring 
certificate to the notice of the Supreme Court by motion, who, after 
hearing the parties, should make such order as they might think fit for 
the punishment of the offender, by fine or imprisonment, in a similar 
manner to that proposed to be prescribed by the new rules in other cases 
vf contempt. In pursuance of a resolution paseed at the special general 
meeting held in January last, a committee, consisting of members of the 
council and other members of the society conversant with county court 
practice, was appointed to submit recommendations to the council from 
time to time. The committee bas held several sittings. It has not yet 
made any general report, but at its request the council have recently 
communicated to the Lord Chancellor its desire to see established a central 
office for issuing county court plaints and a central court for trying issues 
remitted from the High Court in metropolitan cases. 

ialism.—The council have seen with much regret an increased ten- 
dency to extend the encroachments of officialism on the work hitherto per- 
formed by private persons. As an illustration, the estimates and expen- 
diture in recent years of the department for winding up joint stock com- 


panies may be referred to. They are as follows :— 
Actual 


Estimates expenditure 
Year ending March, 31, 1892 ‘ £7,300 £11,338 
se », 1893 ° £12,080 £19,944 
‘ »» 1894 P £19,500 £31,991 
895 . £28,501 not yet known 


” ” 1 

Theee figures shew that the department is undertaking a large amount 
of administrative work in competition with private liquidators, and in the 
opinion of the council amply justify the successive reports which have 
been issued calling attention to the subject. In the last annual report of 
the council, and again in the president’s address at Bristol, reference was 
made to the letter of Sir John Hibbert of the 23rd of January, 1893, ex- 
pressing the — of the Treasury that the Government ought not to 
undertake duties which traders should perform for themselves, and that 
the official receiver ought not to remain permanent liquidator in any cuse 
unless the ies are unable to find a competent representative elsew here. 
The council had an interview with the Lord Chancellor and the president 
of the Board of Trade in July last, and urged that effect should be given 
to the views of the Treasury by rules withont legislation, and subsequently 
they, with the sanction of the Lord Chancellor, submitted some draft 
rules having this object. One of the objects desired was to accelerate 
the first meetings of creditors and contributories, and this was conceded. 
The Board of Trade alco agreed that realization by a provisional liquida- 
tor should only take place when prompt action is necessary. In other re- 
— a ened correspondence hasso far failed to convince the Board of 

le of the expediency of the suggested reforms. Meanwhile a 
memorial, signed by 125 leading bankers and merchants in London and 
the country, was cent to the Lord Chancellor in November last stating 
their agreement with the Treasury letter, and their opinion that the com- 
petition on the part of officials with persons engaged in professional or 
mercantile occupations should be restricted within the narrowest possible 
limits, and that in cases of insolvency the duty of an official department 
should be confined to investigation and audit, and to the punishment 
of offenders, and expressing the hope that his lordship might see his way 
to a favourable consideration of the proposals of the Law Society. Mem- 
bers of the society may assist the council by drawing the attention of 
members of Parliament to the subject as opportunity may offer. 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Order.—The council have during the past year 
dealt with numerous cases submitted for decision or advice under the Soli- 
citors’ Remuneration Act and Order. Owing to the number and the 
nature of the cases submitted to them, the council have been compelled 
to establish a rule providing for a fee of one guinea to be paid 
to the society before the papers are laid before the council. Vol. 2 of the 
Digest of Judicial Decisions and of Opinions of the Council was issued at 
the beginning of 1892. The council are publishing a third volume in con- 
tinuation of vols. 1 and 2. As on the last occasion, a small charge 
(2s. 6d.) is made to members of the society, the price to non-members 
being 5s. In the new volume will be found a table of the earlier decisions 
and opinions affected by the later cases, which members may find useful 
to assist in noting up the earlier volumes. 

Fees of clerks of the peace.—The council have considered a proposed scale 
or model table of fees to be taken by clerks of the peace which was re- 
ceived from the Home Secretary with a request that they would express 
it. In reply, the council pointed out that the matter 
was not one in which, the profession have any pecuniary interest, beyond 
of the general public, as, although the clerks of the peace are 
ly solicitors, they are now usually paid by salary, and the fees taken 
them are paid to the county treasurer in aid of the county rate. The 
of a table of fees is to collect from individuals (suitors and others) 
business done by the clerk of the peace for their benefit, some- 
nature of court fees. Until 1848 tables of the fees to be taken 
the peace were settled by justices in quarter sessions, and 
by the judge of assize under the 11th and 12th Vict. c. 43, s. 30. 
are now by the justices in quarter sessions with the sanction of 
Home Secretary. In reply to the invitation by the Home Secretary 
—— from the council as to the fees included in the table, and 

form and arrangement, they offered various suggestions on points 
, and stated that they assumed that the model table was intended, 
settled, to be the scale which the Home Office would in future require 
adopted whenever the sanction of the Secretary of State is asked 
to a new scale for any county ; and that it was intended to urge the 
table upon all courts of quarter sessions. The council stated that 
considered it desirable that the table of fees should, as far as prac- 

, be uniform in all counties. At present that is by no means the 
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case, and it is difficult sometimes to ascertain what fees are payable. In’ 





one county, at least, the table has never been printed, and fees are charged ‘ 


on the basis of a manuscript table nearly 100 years old. 

Personal applications for probate and administration.—In consequence of 
several complaints reaching the council that unauthorized MS Were 
employed to apply to the registrars of the Probate Court for grants of 
probate and administration under the rules authorizing such grants op 
personal aang the council communicated with the president of the 
Probate Division, and. in reply, were informed that the official instrag. 
tions for obtaining grants without the intervention of a solicitor directed 
that they must be made by the —— for the grant in person, and not 
through an agent, whether paid or unpaid; that no interview would be 
granted to anagent; and that the business of the department could be 
transacted only with the applicant in person. The president added that 
these instructions are invariably and strictly carried out, and that no 
papers are received by or through the medium of an agent. 

(To be continued.) 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honour ExamInation. 

June, 1895. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the rol] 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 

First Cuass. 
[In Order of Order. ]} 

Freperick Wrouam Ricaarpson, who served his clerkship with Mr. 

Richard Marriott, Nottingham ; and Messrs. Purkis & Co., of London. 
Seconp Cuass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. | 

Charles Baker, who served his clerkship with Mr. Albert Edward Dunn, 
of Exeter. 

Goodwin Howard Barnes, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Sheldon Hepworth, of London. 

Harold Darracott Morris Barnett, who served his clerkship with Mr, 
William Harding, of Leicester. 

— who served his clerkship with Mr, John Phethean Monks, 
of Bolton. 

Ernest Cuthbertson Esgon, who served his clerkship with Mr. Claude 
Mallam Treadwell, of London. 

Frederic William Halton, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. 
Edwin Hough, and Mr. Kighley John Hough, of Carlisle. 

Godfrey Heathcote, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin Whit- 
worth, of the firm of Messrs. J. & E. Whitworth, of Manchester. 

George Henry Hindley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Roberts and Mr. James Thomas Thompson, both of Birkenhead. 

Arthur Jolly, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Cunliffe Mar- 
ae of the firm of Messrs. Keary, Marshall & Ashwell, of Stoke-upon- 

nt. 

Alfred Ernest Matthewman, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with 
Mr. John Harrison, of Leeds. 

William Edward Singleton, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin 
Perkins Ridley, of Ipswich ; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe & Co., of London. 

George Topham, who eerved his clerkship with Mr. Edward Brooke 
Wilson, of Mirfield. 

Percy Umney, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. John Robinson 
Adams, of the firm of Messrs. West, King, Adams & Co., of London. 

Turrp Cxass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. } 

Charles Henry Lawrence Alder, who served his clerkship with the late 
Mr. Charles Frederic Cameron aud Mr. Charles Edward Pothecary, both of 
the firm of Messrs. Robins, Cameron & Co., of London. 

Edward Herbert Atchley, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Henry Atchley, of Bristol. 

Reginald Garrould Barnes, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Cunliffes & Davenport, of London. 

James Brennan, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. John 
Brennan and Mr. Charles Turner, both of Maidstone ; and Messrs. Palmer 
& Bull, of London. 

Edward Powell Careless, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
Reginald Collins, of Swansea; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe & Oo., of 
London. 

Charles Bowker Catling, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Mills, of the firm of Messrs. Moodie, Mills & Moodie, of London. 

Frederic Horace Cooke, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Frederick Cooke, of Orewe. 

Lionel Francis Cotton, LL.B, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Bower, Cotton & Bower, of London. 

James Husband Dickson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Norris 
Alfred Ernest Way, of Chester ; and Messrs. Chester & Co., of London. 

Thomas Robert Dooteon, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Stuart, of the firm of Stuart & Happold, of Manchester. 

Charles Richard Enever, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Charles Trass, of London. 

George Edward Healing, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Peacock & Goddard, of London. 

Edwin Kennedy Hilton, who served his clerkship with Mr. Willism 
Cluley Lord, of the firm af Messrs. Sale, Seddon & Co., of Manchester. 

William Jackson, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mesers. Batesons, 
Warr & Wimshurst, of Liverpool. 2 
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Charles Owen Lloyd, who served his clerkship with Mr. William James 
, of the firm o Mesers. Davis & Lloyd, of Newport, Monmouth ; and 
Mr. Edmund Warriner, of London. 

Major Merry, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Warin Willders, 
of the firm Messrs. Willders & Son, of Holbeach; and Messrs. Oldman, 
Ciabburn & Co., of London. 

Dennis Neale, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick William 
— of the firm of Mesrs. Caprons, Dalton, Hitchins & Brabant, of 


og er William Orme, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph Henry 
Peters, of Manchester. 

Samuel Patey, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Patey & Warren, 

London. 
¢ e Wilson Picton, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Pome Gray Hill, of the firm of Messrs, Hill, Dickinson, Dickinson & 
rth of Liverpool. 

Edward Percy Rider, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Rider, of 
Leeds ; and Messrs. Pitman & Sons, of London. 

Francis Robert Stedman, who served his clerkship with Henry Martyn 
Mowll of Dover; and Messrs. Bowen, Cotton & Bowen, of London. 

Ernest Henry Stephens, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Rule Daniell, of Camborne, Cornwall. 

Leonard Tubbs, B.A., who served his clerkship with the late Mr. Hen gd 
Millar Phillips and Mr. Richard Cotton, both of the firm of Messrs. J. 
Mason & Co., of London. 

George Tudor, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Tudor, of 
Brecon ; and Messrs. Preston, Stow & Preston, of London. 

Arthur Henry Ward, who served his clerkship with Mr. Ernest Ward, 
of West Bromwich ; and Messrs. Preston, Stow & Preston, of London. 

Arthur Nunneley Waterman, M.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Frederick Heygate Nunneley, of Bristol ; and Mr. Samuel Pilley, of 
London. 

Frederick Wisden, who served his clerkship with Mr. Sydney Gedge, of 
London. 

Godfrey Edward Wellingham Woolsey, who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Walker George Stevens, of the firm of Messrs. Miller, Stevens & Sons, 
of Norwich. 

Robert Archibald Young, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Warren Briggs, of the firm of Messrs. Burton & Briggs, of Nottingham. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following — of books :— 

To Mr. Richardson—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s Inn— 
value about £10, and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas. 

To Mr. Albert Henry Franklin, who served under articles of clerkshi 
to Mr. Gorden Walsh, of Oxford——‘ The John Mackrell '"—value about £12. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

One hundred and twenty-five candidates gave notice for the exami- 
nation. 








SOLICITORS’ FORTUNES, 


In the course Of an interesting article on ‘‘ Lawyers’ Fortunes ”’ the Daily 
Telegraph says :— Notwithstanding the frequent complaint of solicitors that 
their branch of the profession is sadly overcrowded, some of them manage 
to acquire and to for leave very considerable fortunes. Mostly these have 
been made in old-established businesses, and in some cases they doubtless 
include inherited wealth. In others there have been a favour- 


able opportunities for the profitable —— of money. Mr. Clayton, 
of Newcastle, who lived for ninety-eight years, came 0: ‘a family which 
had been in the profession of the law for three generations. He, like Mr 


Jonathan Backhouse, the Quaker banker at Dar! m, had the foresight, 
or the good fortune, to take the side of the railway enterprise in its long 
and arduous early struggle with the opposing advocates of canals. It was 
mainly owing to the energy and perseverance of these two men that the 
Acts were obtained and the money raised for the Newcastle and Carlisle 
and Stockton and Darlington Railways respectively. When Mr. Clayton 
did get the Act for the former line in 1829 it was made conditional that 
the trains should be drawn by horses, and the steam traffic was stopped 
for a time in 1832 because of the objection of one of the owners of 
adjcining land. Mr. Clayton, whose country house, Chesters, was near 
some of the finest remains of the Roman Wall, eventually became the 
owner of about five miles of the land through which the wall can 
be traced, and oes almost the busiest part of his life he made 


it a practice to md one day of the week in tions on 
this breezy moor He lived to the age of -eight, and died 
probably the richest solicitor in England. Mr. Joseph Maynard, of Oole- 


man-street, who attained the age of eighty-nine years, was the solicitor to 
the Eastern Counties Railway, and when a receiver was put in charge - 
the line, which was the beginning of the company’s Ss the un 
balance of Mr. Maynard’s bill of costs was about £80,000. Mr. Ro 
Baxter, of Baxter, Rose, & Norton, who. was also concerned for the 
Eastern Counties Railway, was one of the hardest worked of Parliamentary 
Solicitors are so 
numerous that a summary such as is a of a few only of those 
whose estates have been reported during the last five or six — does not, 
of course, — ply the means of taking a fair a of the fortunes 
acquired in this branch of the profession. The New leit by Mr. 
Edward Whitley, M.P., solicitor, of Liverpool, is not included, as it was 
ww derived from his interest in the brewery business of Greenall, 
Whitley, & Co., of Warrington. 


Robert Baxter (87), Baxter. Rose, & Norton . a 35,941 
Charles Kaye field (83), solicitor to the Bank of 
and formerly M.P. for Dover - 256,089 
Sir William Richard Drake (73), Treasurer of County Courts . 237,080 
Bernard Wake (70), Sheffield . - «+ 100,614 
Edward Waugh (74), formerly M.P. for Cockermouth \ - 93,960 
Jobn Giles Mounsey (58), Carlisle. é - 128,030 
Somers Clarke (90), Brighton . . . «. « « «~~ 91,148 
Alfred Grundy (78), Manchester. . - 121,962 
Robert Edmund Mellersh, Goldalming, solicitor and banker . 193, 807 
George Woodcock (54), Birmingham, solicitor, and of Rudge & 
Co., Coventry, cycle manufactuzer - 113,324 
Thomas Jenn: ennings te, solicitor to the Ecclesiastical Commis- 
loners . 59,046 
Sir Arnold William White (63), the Queen’s private solicitor 21,928 
George Burrow Gregory (79), Treasurer of the Foundling H»spi- 
tal, formerly M.P. for East Sussex . 184,307 
id Ward, solicitor to the Metropolitan Board of Works and 
e London County Council . - 26,000 
Sir Henry Watson Parker (69), Parker, Garrett, & Oo. 14,011 
William Frederick Isaacson (86), Norfolk-street ‘ 13,122 
Charles Bull, Bedford-row, who died intestate . ‘ 133,358 
Preston Karelake (68), Regent-street ‘ 180,288 
John Palmer Stocker (82), New Boswell-court 95,165 


Frederick Wilmott (67), Hawks, Wilmott, & Stokes . . . 117.766 


Theodore Waterhouse (53), Waterhouse & Winterbotham 96 824 
John Michael Pearson, Janson, Cobb, and Pearson 49,839 
Bartle John Laurie Frere (78), Frere, Foster, & Co. 114,392 
Edward Walmisley (75), Abingdon-street . ‘ . 133,240 
John Philip Sestinaen: Theobald’s-road, Gray’ 8 Tun « : - 70,000 
Sir Thomas Martineau (65), Birmingham ° ° ‘ - 62,650 
William Francis Low, Wimpole-street. . 77,000 
Frederick Iltid Nicholl (73), Howard-street . 106,057 
Sir Charles Edward Lewis, Bart. (67), M.P. for Londonderry 56,700 
William Smith, Stock x F 15,057 
Solomon Beyfus (73), Fincola’ ‘inn. . ‘ 79,734 
John Hope (85), Edinburgh, Writer to the Signet - 145,223 
ae Beyfus, Russell-equare ° > 6 é 25,020 
Sir Morgan Morgan (51), Cardiff . ° . 4,280 
Hyman Montagu (50), Bucklersbury i 97,641 
—! Leigh Pemberton (58), Official Solicitor to the Supreme iis 

All 

sor’ Gover (60), ‘member for twenty-two years ‘of the London 
School Board é . 4.488 
Jacob Henry Tillett (74), Norwich, formerly MP. . 8,330 
William Heaford Daubney (79), Grimsby ‘ ; - 85,937 
Henry Charles Chilton (92), Lincoln's Tun-fields. ‘ . - 4333 
Frederick Robert Crowder (96), Lincoln's Inun-fields . 41,407 

Henry Ray Freshfield BD, wr —: to ™ Bank of 
England . 338,630 
£5,160,995 


ag forty-four solicitors’ estates give an average of over £117,000 
each. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. James Wiiu1aM Crark, barrister, has been appointed Legal Adviser 
to the Board of Agriculture, in tho wince of Be Charles Wood, who 
retires from the public service. 

Mr. Franx WoLstencrort so the firm of E. M. Jones, Son, & 


Tannett, of 12, South-parade, Leeds, has been ted a Commissioner 
jor Oaths. Mr. Jones was admitted in June, a 

Mr. Tuomas Tannerr, of the firm‘ of E. M. Jones, Son, & Tannett, 
of 12, South-parade, Leeds, has been appointed Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Tannett was admitted in December, 1 

Mr. Cianence Harcovrt, of the firm of y Sons, & a: of St. 
Paul’s-chambers, Nos. 19, 21, and 23, Ludgate-hill, London, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 





Disso.vuTions. 
Joun Sovurnam and Watrer Epwarp Harwoop, solicitors Cones, 
& Wilson), 78, Cross-street, Manchester h will 


. July 6. 
in future practise on his own accouat at the above address. 
Srpnzy Francis Sarvt Jenmarxs Sreaoman, Berrream Bansamin Van 
Praacu, Arruur Sims, Harotp Grimore Campton, and Haroip Posquas 
Smmons, solicitors (Steadman, Van Praagh, Sims, & Co.), 23, Old 
street, so far as regards Arthur Sims. ms, Jaly 19. (Gazette, July 26. 


GENERAL. . 

It is announced that Mr. ee nd seg oy who has memes 

© ronpnniag oadie tounme aieeee the purpose of health, 
towards 

at i Times says that up to Wednesday no election petit 

been lodged fo try Paiamentay sletion 





Jobn Clayton, F.8.A. (98), Town Clerk of Newcastle-on-Tyne 798,746 | 
Joseph Maynard (89), Crowder & Maynard . . ° ° . 436 





it is not to 
,383 | what was the average cost to each member of an ae 
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century and down to the third decade of this. Making a rough estimate, 
we should say the average cost foran English borough election in the 
"fifties was £400 or £450; for a Welsh county, £80 if uncontested and 
£3,500 if contested ; for a Welsh borough, £80 if uncontested and £900 if 
; for a Scotch county, £670; and for a Scotch burgh, almost 
1,200. As we come nearer to our own day we find the details of expenses 

more fully. The mean total, however, does not differ materially 

the averages here given. The downward tendency, which has been 
the direct outcome of the removal of some old abuses, is not perceptible in 
the 1874 and 1880 returns. The expenses of the three elections of 1885, 
1886, and 1892 came, as nearly as can be estimated, to £2,609,263, giving 
an average, on the basis of the number of seats contested, of £1,740, and, 
on the basia of the total number of reats in the House, of £1,298. In 1859 
the cost per vote exceeded £1, and in 1874 it was 14s. or 15s. In 1886 the 
total cost was £1,026,645 19s., inclusive of returning officers’ charges, or 
an average of 4s. 5d. for every vote polled. In 1892, when the cost of the 
whole election was £958,532, the average cost per vote in England and 
Wales was 4s. 2d. ; in Scotland, 4s. 8d. ; and in Ireland, 2s. 83d. 


it 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Rearstrans tx ATTENDANCE OF 








Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
-. 5 Mr, Farmer Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
ay Rolt Pem Pugh 
7 Farmer Ward Beal 
s Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
9 Farmer Ward Beal 
...10 Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srraiixa. Kexewicn. Romer. 
Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington 
pd —- Lavie 
Leac ackson Carrington 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Leach Jackson Carri 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 











Oty anp Rare Free Insurance Porrcres, &c., wanted to complete a 
— by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
Apvr. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Farvayr, July 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luonrep tn Caanozry. 

Crows Grawanies axp Stones, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 24, directed 
to be heard on Aug7. Foss & Ledsam, Abchurch lane, solors for petner. Notice of 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 6 

Eastern Ixnvestuxyst Conroration, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
_ B1, to ir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr A P Ibbott, 120, Bishopsgate st Within. Braithwaite, solor, 4, Throgmorton avenue 


London Gazette—Torspay, July 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lurrep mm CHANoERY. 
Casee & Co a meng hg = for - gener me he M, Sooctet to be bases on 
7. Morten , Newgate lor petner. oO appearing m reach 
the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Aug 6 
Parepenicx Greex & Co, Lawrrep (1x LiquipaTion)—Creditors are required, on or before 
SE a See nates end oaeerees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to A H Ernst Champness, 24, Coleman st 
Horsz Owsens’ Association, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 6, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr 
Percy Henry Stewart, 6, Poultry. Tatham & Co, Queen Victoria st, solors to liquidator 
McKaxziz Gotp Mixes, Lucrrzp—Petn for winding up, presented July 30, directed to be 
heard on Aug7. Deacon & Co, Gt St Helen’s, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach shovennmed net later then © oles in tes afterncon of Aue 6 
Nationa Secutar Hatt Soorrery, Lunren—Petn for eo a , presented July 27, 
directed to be heard on Aug 7. Round & Nathan, 27, Wal solors for petners. 
ee ene ee cen Ce Seta sane Hate than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon ug 
Norrs Westeex Suirrixe Co, Linrrep—Creditors are oan uired, on or bejore ray 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Imrie, 10, Water st, Liverpool 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Kawr Pawiayrunoric Society, Marquis of Granby Inn, High st, Maidstone, Kent. July 20 








Warnina To eee oe hong oes anp Lxsszezs.—Before pur- 
chasing or ren’ a house have Sanitary Arrangements thorough] 
Examined by an from The Sani ineering Co. (Carter Bros.}, 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 

by (Established 1875.) —[Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Touxspay, July 23. 
At.caorr, Joszrn, Derby, Innkeeper Aug 3i Gratton, Chesterfield 


Banyeny, Wrut1am, Hereford, Esq Aug 23 Yonge, Worcester 

Bewnam, Haneret, Winchester Aug 20 Dowling, Winchester 

Berry, Ext, Flixton, Lancs Sept 28 Taylor & Co, Manchester 

Brap, Cuartes Exxis, Bedford row, Solicitor Aug?2i Bird & Hamer, Redford row 
Booars-Rourr, Fraxcis Dovarass, Pimlico, Esq Aug 31 Palmer & Co, Trafalgar sq 


Borsset, Faeperick, Charing Cross mansions, Actor Aug 20 Thorneycroft & Willig 
Chancery Ibne , 
Barent, Frances Mary, Colwall, Hereford Aug23 Yonge, Worcester 


Buss, Saran Mantra, North End, Fulham Aug3i James & James, Ely pl 

Curetuam, James, Manche:ter, Stationer Sept 21 Rylance & Co, Manchester 

Crarx, Tuomas, Mill House, Eastry, Miller Aug27 Brown & Bros. Deal 
Corpinciey, Bexsamin, Manningham, Bradford, Builder Augi1 Robinson & Co, Brad. 


ford 
Davies, Toomas, Cardiff, Mechanical Engineer Aug 20 James, Swansea 
Dawsow, Tuomas, Bloemfontein rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Barrister at Law Aug 30 Button 


& Coy, Covent Garden - 
a Hewry, Birmingham, Coal Merchant Aug3i Smith & Co, Birming. 


Rowannn, ORNSTLANA, Hull Septi1 Barker & Mayfield, Hull 

Exwor, Janz, Agnes terrace, Hackney Sept2 Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 

Forty, Ayxe Sorata, Oldsurnford, Wores Aug 16 Wadham Wyndham, Stourbridge 
Foster, Wi111aM Bopmay, Cheriton, Folkestone Sept3 Hall, Folkestone 

Gave, Mary, Hull Sept1 Barker & Mayfield, Hull 

Haut, Axx Towry, Lowndes sq, W Aug 31 Carlisle & Co, New sq, “incoln’s inn 
Hooxer, Estuer, Birmingham Aug 31 Smith & Co, Birmingham 

Horwpow, Saran Euma, Plymouth Aug 31 Were & Fripp, Plymouth 

eee Ramley, nr Lymington, Southampton, Gent Sept 23 Stanton & Oo, 


Lorp, a ENRY, Bolton le Moors, Cotton Spinner Aug 31 Fullagar & Hulton, 


Mackay, Auexanper, Ventnor,I W, Sept 3 Way Buckell, Ventnor 

Nixp, Hewry, Deptford, Gent Augi7 Gee & Son, Bishops Stortford 

Now ax, James, Shaw, Lancs, Innkeeper Aug 26 Standring & Co, Shaw 

Parkes, Cuanutes Henry, Weybridge, Esq Aug 20 Negus, Bloomsbury sq 

Prac, Emma, Coventry Aug 31 Twist & Sons, Coventry 

Pirr, Mary Axx, Devon Aug27 Partridge & Cockram, Tiverton 

Paice, Exrry Any, Deal; Kent Aug 31 Brown & Brown, Deal 

Paice, Jonx Wrii11am, Milton st, Wandsworth rd Dec 5 Rowe & Wilkie, Wool Ex- 


Purcuase, Atmepa, Bridgwater, Somerset Aug 24 Brice, Bridgwater 

Roster, Mary Ann, Grosvenor rd, Pimlico Aug 31 Barnard, Westminster Bridge rd 
Russevt, Mary, Philbeach grdns Aug 31 Fishers, Essex st 

Cee, toms Bett, 8t Andrew’s pl, Regent’s Park, Esq, JP Aug20 Markby & 


, Coleman st 
monet ~ > vam Recxersy, Bennington, Lincs, Gent Aug 19 Miller & Co, Salter'’s 
Smirn, Georce France, Mirfield, York, Late Innkeeper Sept 10 Chadwick & Sons, 


bu 
Surru, Joun, Hucknall, Forkard, Notts Newcome Elborne, Nottingham 
Sarean, Susaseers Dosepe, Bishop’s Stortford Augi17 Gee & Sons, Bishops Stort- 
‘0 


———. Mary Axx, Uplands, Smethwick, Stafford Aug 31 Smith & Co, Birming- 


Tysa.., Joux Exocu, Moseley, Worcester, Gent Augil5 Seymour & Co, Birmingham 
Wisox, Sir Samve., Grosvenor sq, W Augi8 Bircham & Co, Parliament st, SW 
tm, Samenepe, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister at Law Aug 23 Kearsley & Co, Old 
_ London Gazette.—Fuipay, July 26. 

Apers, Wi1114m Hewry, Manchester, Merchant Aug 31 Cunliffes & Greg, Manchester 
Barpsiey, Janz, Denton, Lancaster Aug 24 Strangeways, Ashton under Lyne 

Brnp, Frances, Park lane Augi2 Troutbeck & Co, Victoria st 


Brapnazon, Rt Hon Freoericx Georaor, Earl of Besborough, Grosvenor t2 Far- 
rer & Co, Lincoln’s inn ficlds tees 
Cuarman, Mary Axx, West Brompton Sept14 James & James, Ely place 

Cuapmay, Frrzzoy Geonce Westuacort, West Brompton Sept 14 James.& James, 


Cena, Haeey, Peckham, Leather Merchant Aug 26 Greenop & Sons, Gracechurch st 
Davey, Cuances James, Horsford rd, Brixton Augi6é Davey, Brixton 

Dean, Exvizasetn, Lowton, Lancaster Aug 21 Davies & Co, Warrington 

Dixon, Heyeietra, Bangor Augi2 Hugfies & Pritchard, Bangor 

Drxoy, Ciemsen Romgrit, Bangor Augi12 Hughes & Pritchard, Bangor 

Downe, Josrrn Vincent, Falmouth Sept1 Downing & Handcock, Cardiff 
Durrant, Danrer, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner Aug 24 Johnson, Lowestoft 
Fovvemons, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Spoon Manufacturer Aug 10 Robinson & Son, 
Gesay, Be te ancrs, Oxon Heath, nr Tonbridge, Kent Baron Aug 31 Wing & Du Cane 


GoLi™, Sesoman Liverpool, Merchant Aug 24 Parkinson & Heas, Liverpool 

Groom, Fraxx Rayuonp, Hastings Sept 16 Harris & Chetham, Finsbury circus 
Hanrgicon, Ricnarp Parcs, Maida Vale Aug 3i Fishers, Essex st 

Hatcuman, Many Awx, Huyton, Lancs Aug 31 Barrow & Cook, St Helen’s 
Hereratu, Many Ayn, Kensington Aug 31 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hourtcurson, °c Monrcomrry Gorpon, South Kensington, Major Aug 31 Ward, 


Juwzut, Maurice, Bexley, Kent Sept 30 Blunt & Co, Gresham st 

Juxivs, the Rey Ancurpatp Evzas, Norfolk Sept 2 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bldgs 
Knees , Countess t Hon Frorznce, W: Norfolk 8 Coll 
ERLEY , pst mae woz, Wymondham, No: Bept lyer- 
Kxow.szs, Rev Gzoncz Ramspex, Lydiate, Lancs Aug 30 Hill & Sons, Ormskirk 
Lzwrerox, Rev Joux Buzxanp Lorp, Bath Sept3 Stone & Co, Bath 

Lrvixastors, Stepney, Smethwick, Birmingham Aug 26 Keeping & Gloag, Lombards 
Mossrty, Rev Groncz Herzerr, Winchester Aug 81 Moberly & Wharton, Southamp- 











Ancuze, Mary Axs, Tollington pk Aug30 Giraud, Faversham 





ton 
Surru, Joszrn, Handsworth, Staffs,Gent Aug 22 Smith, Birmingham 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette-—Fatday, July 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Aspensow, Jonw Micwart, poentpest, Grocer Chelmsford 
Pet July 18 Ord Jul — 

Aprtecate, James, Hickling, Farmer Norwich Pet July 
22 Ord July 22 

Asn, Hy sures Southsea, Jeweller Portsmouth Pet July 23 
Ord July 23 

Battarp, A %G Sydenham, Estate Agent High Court Pet 
July 22 O Ord July 23 

Bares, Joseru, een, Chorley Wood, Builder St Albans Pet 
July 4 u 

end sean Dimein, Baker Worcester Pet July 
“ O 

Borp, Wiusae. ry Victoria st, Advertisement Can- 
vaeser High Court Pet June12 Ord July 23 

BeaxpRera, ACLAUCHLAN Rosert Exavyesr, t eaeuen, 
Solicitor Brighton Pet July 15 Ord July 24 

Baay, Jouy “pry _ aneneee Huddersfield Pet 
June 26 Ord Jul 

Brooxs, Josnva, ty , ee Leeds Pet June 13 Ord 
July 22 

Boise, Surrn, & Co, High Holborn Merchants h 
Court Pet July 5 " Ord July 23 ~~ 

Catvert, Ronert, Cawood, Yorks, Blacksmith York Pet 
July 23 Ord Ju 

Cuapuan, ALFRED, “Walmeate, York, Cabinet Maker York 
Pet July 24 Ord Jul 

Cianx®, ALDRIDGE, Windeor, Tailor Windsor Pet July 
4 Ord July 20 

Crate, Witt1aM, Pulverbatch, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Pet July 20 uly 20 

Daxs, sore, Hi st, Brentford, Lighterman Brentford 
Pet July 23 Bra es tA 

Darrinoton, WALTER, ordshire. Plumber Bedford 
Pet July 1 Ord July 23 

Dicoins, GrorcE Neges Hackney, 7g Manufacturer 
High Court Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Beg Joun Tomas, ao, Lanes, Builder Bolton 
Pet July 22 Ord Jul 

Ex.is, CHantes Hewry, Blackawton, ~~ amas Engineer 
Plymouth Pet July 23 Ord J ai 

Gueenuam, Jouw Tuomas, late! ll, Hairdresser High 


Court Pet July 23 Ord Ja, bw 

Hicxuax, R P H, Rasper, nr Horsham, Gent Brighton 
Pet July 6 Ord July 2 

HouuincsHeaD, Jou. nchester, Phases Manager 
Manchester "Kingeo Ord July 2: 

Jacxsox, Harry, Kin ~~ Hull, Furnitare Dealer 
Kingston upon Hi t Suly 2 Ord J uly 22 

Jenxixs, Jouy, oat Bg patina, Contracto: 
Swansea Pet 4 2. Ord ine van 

armer Wrexham Pet 


Joxzs, Epwarp, Hi 
July 23 Ord J 

Latsom, Soscmanen Wrssas, Luton, Solicitor Luton 
Pet July 13_ Ord July 24 

Lewis, Jacon, Leeds, Saves Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
July 22 Ord July 22 

penEnOWLa Ricuarp, Whitton, yao, Farmer Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

Laoyp, Avouvsrus Lockwoop Duruam, Charing Cross, 
Jun pany Promoter High Court Pet May 21 Ord 

24 

McBrax, Manrcarert, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet July 
23 Ord July 23 

Nicno".1s, Cuartes, Wolverhampton, General Dealer 
Wolverhampton Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

Noap, Cuaries Aveustus, Carey at, _— Stationer High 
Court Pet June13 Ord July 

Pows.i, Grorar, y, Poms, Vollier Pembroke Dock 
Pet July 23 Ord July 

Paiorn, Witiiam Sonam, Shanklin, I W, Butcher New- 
port Pet July 20 Ord J 

Puewett, Grorcr By aif, Licensed Victualler 
Cardiff Pet July 22 Ord Jul uly 22 

Raweoy, he a Ex:sworrts, Pontefract, Yorks, General 

Leeds Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

emaneeon, Hewry, Goole, Yorks, Grocer Wakefield Pet 
July 24° Ord July 24 

Sarissusy, Taomas ; = Teaumete, Manch 
Statianer Manchester Pet July23 Ord July 23 

Sanpens, Joun, Fleet Bucks, Farmer Aylesbury 

Sar Bet July 98 Notting ham, Lithogra: ttingham 
TH, Tuomas, eK her No 

8 Jou ti a t K = Li 

PARK, Jonny, Liv ae eeper Liverpool Pet 

Dany oy ! bg fale Y,ontetract, ks, Pi Ground 

anes ENRY or’ easure 

Proprietor Wakefield July #2 Ord Jul 

Swear, Waser James, Saad Builder Piymouth 
Pet July 23 Ord July 23 


Tatzor, Joux ee, ee, Sate Marine Insu 
Broker uly 1 Od Jule = 22 


Tari, aawase am! Bretfonton, Wores Worcester 
et July 24 Ord July 24 
x, Cuarites Epwarp, Mirfield, Yorks, Painter 
eT Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
pomp Agent 


Joun Tomas, 
big Pet J 
ja High Court Pet 


rance 


22 Ord July 
Warts, Roserr, Norbiton, 
July 23 Ord July 93 


West, Ex:, Shanklin, 


July 20 Ord Jul 
Wuye, Bs Henry Lan, Buehler, Bucks, Draper Laton Pet 


y 13 
ne ream, Hastings, Stationer Hastings Pet July 


July 24 


—— 

§r Avery, Mantua, Penzance, Cornwall Aug 31 Borlase & Co, Penzance 

Grevens, Manta Axwer, Brighton Aug 26 Simonds & Goolden, New inn, Strand 
grevexs, WiLLtAmM, Keymer, Gent Sept 30 Stevens & Co, Brighton 

grewant, Cuances Hewry, Bishopston, nr Bristol, Journalist Aug 24 Bond & Co, Ply- 











Woorcar, Writ, Southsea, Saddler Portsmouth Pet 
July 20 Ord July 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Axrroyrp, Zaccuevs, Bradford, Yorks, Builder Aug 7 at 
pee E .. mace Stockton Tees, Shipwright A 
ae, at APIER, on iP ug 
7at3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, 
Bartow, Jous, Staff, Late Clothier Aug 2 at 12 
Of Newcastle under 
Merchants Aug 2 


Buuutne, Surra, & Co, High 
at 12 Bankruptcy st 
Catveert, Rosgrt, Ca orks, Blacksmith Aug 2 at 
C a 7: 3, Walmgate, Yor, Cabinet Make Ang 
HAPMAN, ALFRED, 
8 at 12.30 Off Rec, York 
Cunuet, 5 Tuomas Penctvat, Manchester, Silk Merchant 
at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, street, Manchester 
Cooaat § Senne, brs, Brie yo Clothier Aug 2 at3 
Onatgy Wauctan, Fal Pulverbatch, Salop, Farmer Aug 3 at 11 
Dawe, Joszpn, +. “7 meen Aug2atii Bank- 
Epprsox, Joun Tuomas, Leigh, Lanes, Builder Aug 2 at 11 


16, Wood st, Bolton 
Ex.is, Frepraic, Haverfordwest, Grocer Aug 9 at 11 Off 
Ree, Bank chm! 


F J romky TS Aug 7 at ll 
RANCIS, JOHN, ug 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


Greewnam, Joux Tuomas, Bowes Park, Hairdresser Aug 
2at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Griuuer, Heepear ‘Root oe, Suffolk, 
Farmer Aug 3 at 1 ale I ag 8, st, N 

Hanrnis, CHARLES on. i Goal Mer 

Aug 6 at 11.50 “Of Hee, Week 

Hanais, Samvurt, Barrow in Furness, ler Aug 2 at 
11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

ae oases ery =e Parliament st, Major Aug 2 


Off Rec, 4, East 
Howry, Henny Redberth, Farmer Aug 2 at 2.30 


‘emperance » Pembroke 
—_ — Idol lane, Gt Tower = % 7 ror Agent 
Ssor, May, Rotherhach, Cnkeeper ee? at 2.30 Off 


ee. OSEPH sitcm a Merchant Aug 
7 at 2’ Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Li 


Lexa, —_ Barrow in pnd U Aug 2 at 
11.30 Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis w in Furness 
Engineer Aug 7 


MAnsrre.p. ng ban te Aveustvs, 
at 12 

ee — Builder Aug 12 
vy, mo ug 

we Bankraptey bernie Gatnden 1, ug 7 at 11 

Oouesnr, Guom nox, ny Mattress Maker Aug 2 at 


‘Ase ae - New Club, 
me Gent Aug 8 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


J Prrens & Co, Southwark Aug 7 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
P Gerona, Begelly, Collier Aug 2 at 3 
OWRLA, ag ed Nae ag me 


Ricuarpsoyx, Heyry Goan Yorks, Grocer Aug 2 at li 
Off  & Bond ¢ terrace, Wakefield taf 
ey — Farmer Aug 3 at 12.30 


Surrn, Hewny, Li , Butcher Aug7at3 Off Rec, 
, Victoria st, - 


Tuomas, Gwitys a= Yetrad, Glam, Hay Merchant 
Aug 2 at 12 na Pa 
Titsury, Jam High st, Bar, Baker Aug 2 at3 
Rec, 96, chmbrs, Ti avenue 
Trewuitt, Bexsamiy (jun), Sunderland, Auctioneer Aug 
2at3 Off Rec, 25, John Sunderland 


Maruage, Wit11a4m, 
at 11 


Onan 
Grafton 


Seur, Joux, 
Off 


Vem Manta, Bawtry, Yorks, Draper Aug 2 at 3.30 
Wrexs, Frank, , Bookseller Aug2at3 Off 
Wrustams, Sony texte, water Lene Reedmaker 
my, | he 12.15 Townhall, Ashton 
Wow, Seg a Brighton, Hotel Proprietor Aug 6 at 12 
vilion bldgs, Brighton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Axpensox, Jonw Micnagn, Brentwood, Essex, Grocer 
Chelmsford Pet 


Jul i? Ord July 18 
AT Bet ly 8 , aces, Hickling, ~ Norfolk. Farmer Norwich 
y 
——s Joun, Cheetham, Jeweller Manchester Pet 
May 27 Ord July 2% 


Bartow Sean Staffs, Late Clothier Burslem 
Pet June 28 Ord J y 23 

Betuamy, Faxwy, ‘orcester, Baker Worcester Pet 
gs | Ord July 24 

me | OHN Oia Huddersfield Pet 
une 

Burpey, Salop, Timber Merchant 
N n Pet May 14 June 27 

Catvart, Roserr, Ca’ Blackemith York Pet 

23 Ord July 23 





Taytor, Frepveniox, Rainhill, Gent Aug 3i Barrow & Cook, St Helens 
Warswnrant, Saran, Askern, nr Doncaster Sept 2 Marsh & Son, Rotherham 
Wrrnens, Joux, Tottenham court rd, Brush Manufacturer Aug St 
Wnror, Perer, Methley, Gent Novi Dunn, Leeds 


Brown & Brown, 





Curips, Grorar, Ventnor, I W, Posting Master Newport 

Can ee uly 30 2 Ord July 22 

Cnawee Jaurs ues Rages, rd, Club Proprie- 

Dang 3 suly tattigh ror, Brentford 

Dasani Tae, Neath Neath, 

Davies, Gaiverra Jonn Mountain Ash, Glam, Far- 

Pet July 19 Ord July 23 

Eppisox, Joux Lanes, 

i  Piymouth Poh July 10" Ord J Pyvestion, Engi- 
Manchester Pet J ’ 

ia Swansea Pet July 


Pet June 8 y: ta BR 
Pulverbatch, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Gloucester 
yi 14 Ord July 23 
Lighterman 
Gam, Al Merchant Neath Pet 
7 Ord July 22 
Builder Bolton 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
5 Kingston upor Drgtn 
upon 
oe Josera LSeeen Witate Lene Liverpool Pet 


une 28 Ord 
meat 10rd Jul , 
328 Ord Jal ee 
Jaly 22 
Sensis. 
ean ee Pepe Ae July 23 
June 12 Te Ord July 19 
Molen Manroarer, 2M Leics, Grocer Leicester 
Pet July 23 tgs 2 
NicHous, CHARLES, General Dealer 
olverhampton aS uly 22 
ELL, Sons R broke Dock Pet 
July 22 Ord July 23 
Prion, AgTuun wy lord, Coal Merchant 
ertford Pet July 18 ~~ 
Paton, Witt Shanklin, , Butcher Newport 


Rawsoy, Epwin General Dealer Leeds 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Sauissury, Onh 
Surxis, CHaruss, Sy A ae aay 
St Edmunds’ Pet June 18 June 18 
mY yy ut, No Nottingham 
Srarx, Jonny, Li Restaurant Keeper Liverpool 
22 Ord July 22 


Plymouth, Builder Plymouth 


T , Atrrep, Wriutam, Bretforton, Worcestershire, 
“Tate Haulier’ Worcester Pet July 34 Ord July 24 
“~— eee eras Pet daly 3 Ord July 22° 

y 
THorsury, om Bouverie st, Bookbinder High Court 
Pet June 21 Ord July 22 
Joun Agent 








Sgn, Gt Gtehe, Fuk Merchant at 


. Ss ex 
weer: = Woe Notts 


ones uly 27 Ord 
Con es ee Dale, Merete 

pee”: sappangece dommes Leeds Pet July 10 

a}; Se Handsworth, Staffs, Commer- 









cal Traveller Birmingham Pet July 23 Ord 
Recast Taouas H, Higher Tranmere, Cheshire, Super- 
= ow Birkenhead Pet June 14 Ones high 
‘oGax, James, Borough house Keeper 
Court Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
Huoues, Atrrep, rd, Dalston, Case Manufacturer 
Court Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Kixa, Say 1d Ona yey Birmingham, Tea Dealer Birmingham 
Pet J July 24 


Kwiout, yh Soe Hipperholme, nr en, Fish 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Tawi os Ord oer, Glam, Tailor Pontypridd Pet 


ly 24 
Lavizaron, Sanan J Blan Bristol, Grocer Bristol 
25 
a Dairy Farmer 


ont Jul 
8, Bilston, ~§ Foultene > Wolverhampton 
aay 3 Ord July 25 


, Ant A Leeds Pet July 24 Ord July 24 


panei Wiis, Craven Arms, Fae Builder Leo- 
minster Pet July 26 Ord J July 26 

Russe.., Bey Darfield, Yorks Barnsley Pet July 26 
Ord July 26 


Sauuicx, Atyeep Joux, Aylesbeare, Devon, Innkeeper 
Exeter Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

Suanp, Coanies Kinxrataicx, Brockley, Clerk High Court 
Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

— Taomas, Leeds Pet July 24 Ord 


J 
Sema Euiry Beatnice, West K di 
= «> fee Court Pet’ Te. » Ord 


Streets * cues Bookseller Hastings 
Pet ert, Boo 3 "On iuly July 
Swirt, Roperr Writs, Wolverham Builder Wol- 


2 Ord J 
en ~ > Jupirs Axx, Nelion, Lancs, Burnley 
A” Pet July 26 Ord July 26 


July 25 Ord J 
Tayvtor, Lewis, Leeds 

Tuorr, Faepericxk Georar, Birmingham, Licensed Vic- 
‘eis tualler Birmingham Pet July 25 Ord July 25 eit 
uly 2 


ee teal Draper High 
Ord July 25 
vos re Bons i Sussex, Builder Hastings Pet 
wan Moses, or’ . Notts. Furniture Dealer 
W. a Pet yi Inshire. Cottager 
ATSON, RGR, ‘er, Linco! 
Boston Pet July 26 Ord July 24 
Handsworth, Staffs, seals 
m Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Wueatiey. —— Se = Wymeswold, Innkeeper Lei- 
cester Pet Ju - A July 25 
Warts, Avpert Henny, Portland, Dorsetshire, Builder 
Dorchester Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Woaireneap, Danser om Burnley, Lancs, Beerseller, 
Ord July 26 
Wipe, Oscar wo > p wrth Wits, H M Prison, 
Sa wille, Author High Court Pet June 21 Ord 


Waseem, Exizapetn, Leicester, Shoe Manufacturer Lei- 
cester Pet July25 Ord July 25 

Wusox, — Carlisle, Joie Carlisle Pet July 27 
Ord July 27 





Watson, Warren, 


Amended notice substituted for that qebliched in the Lon- 
don Gazette of the 16th July 
Cuzwiey, Tuomas Percivat, Manchester, * Bilk Merchant 


Manchester Pet June 28 Ord July 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
saree. Josgrn Pitman, ene ae oa Aug 8 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 45, 29 


orcester 
ae Aug 7 atlil Off 


Brrp. “ee, Corzricx, 

Bray, os eee eld Aug 7 at 2.30 Off 
Y ches Williaa st, Huddersfield 

Seat oan Ale’ t Aug 7 at 12 Off 


, Alexandra’ rd, Swansea 
Diearms, Gronor ALBERT, mane, Beam Manufacturer 


12 Bankry Carey st 
Didhen aiitting ay So O08 


’s chm! Bridge st, Manchester 
Guess, Jauxs, Shrewsbury, Implement Dealer <~ 10 at 
Law Society’s Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 
= See Oboe Nottingham, Timber Merc hants 
ia Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Notting- 


wee Hazry Epwaarp, Richmond, Merchant Aug 


9at12 24, Railway app, London B 
Jonzs, vam, Dalston Aug 6at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


RE Aug 9 at 11 23, Colmore 


loom, 3 Tuomas Hewry, New Pastent, Hette, 5 
joiner AugSati2 Off Rec, 8t —y “walk, 


Lawis Jaco, Leeds, dy oh perma Aug 7 at 11 


Ree, 22, Park row, 
Lioyp, Avausrus Lockwoop Dsraam , Charing Cross. 


Augé at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
, aveanere mee, Laie, Grocer Aug 9 at 


12.30 Off 
ee ee a Get vcot Bermige st Later Aug 8 at1l Off Rec, 


ok... ba dy seccalll Chancery lane, Law Stationer 
Aug 6 at1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Pact, Ropzrgt Baunspon, Chel Glos, Wood Dealer 
ne pn ah. 
, Stockbroker Aug 


ven 
Temple avenue 


Tow 


Jorpax, 
row, 





‘Aug 7 at 11.30 Co 
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Seors, Renan A, “Acton Hill, Middlesex Electrical En- 
gineer Aug 7 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbra, 


Temple avenue 

cares, wp eg A pmeaee, Devon, Innkeeper Aug 
7 at 10 circus, Exeter 

cms, Epw wey tg ‘Centenstor Aug 7 at 12 

Bankruptcy . Bice, Pa st 

Suirn, Farperick, ‘Worcester, Pianoforte Dealer Aug 8 
at 12 Worcester 

Wores, Grocer Aug 7 at 2.10 


ff Rec, 45, 
Srurmay, Joux, Haleso 
—a Tuomas, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler Aug 
7at 12 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Cuargtes Epwarp, Ra et 
Painter Augé at 1 11 Off Ree 


Seaast Waneen Harvey, 8t S lame, Cornwall, Farmer 
Aug 6 at 1230 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Watpex, Faeperice a ‘Quant, and Jouw Ricaarn 

ALDEN, Builders Aug7 at 12.30 Off 
Warne Ronen’, Xi ‘biton, Bui Ironmonger Aug7 
ATKINS, Ropert, Nor ~~ ¥ ug 

atil Bankrupte ptey bldge. Carey st 

Waeat.ey, Toomas Jonx, Wymeswold, Ber Innkeeper 

Ww Aug 6 48 18.90 pen Fb mniny 1 Pecan Aug 8 at 

HITGRRAVR, VINCENT, ug 

11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, N 

7 Wittiam Aveustus, Weymouth --% Portland 
pl Sat12 Bankruptcy , Carey st 

utes po} Leicester, Shoe Manufacturer Aug 
8ati2 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st st, Leicester 

WILkrNsox, yA Stow Cottam, Notts, Labourer Aug 13 
at 12 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Woosnam, Ricnarp, Bi: Draper Aug 9 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Yoxa.t, Persr, Birmingham, Grocer Aug 7 at 11 23, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 


own s_t., 
aa - 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


cmon, ones say a, =, Dates rd, Clothier High 
July 27 
igs, aes Braaiey by 5 Bow, Ironfounder High Court 
y3 

Ass, Hyau, Southsea, Fonaine Portsmouth Pet June 20 
Ord July 23 

Barnstey, Ernest Frepericx Hanprt, yw apa Heath, 
ate 's, Ironfounder ey Pet July 23 Ord 

Duspie, 5 Altrincham, Cheshire, Joiner Man- 
chester Pet June 26 Ord July 27 

Boyrp, Wittiam Hewry, Victoria st, Advertisement Can- 
vasser High Court Pet June12 Ord July 27 

Braypreta, MaciavcnuiaNn Ropert Ernest, Brighton, Bo- 
licitor a Pet July 15 Ord July 25 

Crossis, Axice, Sunderland, Draper Sunderland Pet 
July 17 Ord july 25 

DaRRINGTOXN, yum, Bedford, Plumber Bedford Pet 
July1 Ord July 27 

Diaoins, Groner Aer Roger, Brush Manufacturer 
High Court uly 24 Ord July 24 

——— Joux rt Ay Albert gate, Gent High Court 

Feb 27, Ord July 97 

Sealman Gores, Dul , Grocer High Court Pet July 
8 Ord July 27 

Foster, Harry Carpen. Gt Coney, | Fish Merchant Gt 
Grims' Pet July 26 Ord Jul 2 

Feeeman, Samve. aga hi West ‘a gt Com- 
pay veller uly 27 Ord 

Gress, Harotp a Sone wh, Organist — 

Pet Jul 
Gaeewnan, Joun uous, Olivad 


a fee, bode Bolick 
Ord Jul 


) ReYNOLDSON 


On Ord Jaly'35 
Carpenter A: 


Ro.rs, Joux, Aston 
Pet July20 Ord Jul: 

me Hewry, , eR Yorks, Cashier 

ley Pet July 26 July 26 

Papa. 


Sevxice, ALFRED Joum, Aylesbeare, 
Exeter Pet July 22 Ord July 22 


let Brockley, Clerk 
2% Ord July 2% 
—_ Late Pawnbroker 


Rosimsox, Wri. 
minster yoko 


Suarp, CHARLES 
Court Pet Jul: 
Sarees, jaye 
Ord Jul 
Storr, jae bad Hewny, 
Wakefield 


Pleasure ground 
Pet July22 Ord July 22 
Taycor, Jupirn Ayn, og = aa Fishmonger 
July 25 OrdJ 
Taree Lzwis, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet July 9 
foumen, Baron the Rt Hon Tuomas Joun 
TaveLow Comone ed Sealy 28 ‘okenhouse 


Court Pet Feb17 Ord J 
Tones, sa. 's Bar, Beker Barnet Pet July a9 


Tanwar HITT, =, rasan, the ufo vonngee, Sretennts Av 


— 25 
Senn ty N 
Pet July 25 Ord 7 _ 
Tucker, Wit.tam, _— chmbrs, Gent 
Pet May , Be Ord Jul; 
seer ~~ Wituram, Southsea, Portsmouth 
July 23 Ord 


we 
Wass Moses, Worksop, Furniture Dealer 
et July 26 ‘Ord July 26 
Warsow mass, Thorpe St a. Lines, Cot 
Pet July 25 Ord July 26 

Handsworth, 


Warsox, WALTER, wo! — rr 
Pet July 22 O July 2 ‘ 

Wazatiey, Tuomas Joan, Wymeswol nk 
Leicester Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Wuirs, Atsgert Hewry, ee Builder 
Pet July 27 Ord July 

WHiteHeap, a Futian, Renter. Lanes, Au 
B Pet July 26 oa a 

Witrorp, Exizasersa, Shoe Manufi 
Leicester Pet Jul; Lana 3 July 25 

wae July 3 ae Galidn Sooner Carlisle Pet July 


28 "Ord July 30 Cavendish sq, Artist 


Woop, Pract, Quoen 
Court 


Woop, Wiese 
Pet June 19 ‘Ork bon Hola 

ZuatTxo, Lascaris Constantine, Manch 
Manchester Pet July5 Ord July 27 


eee “anaes sagen 


Adjud Nov 1 14 1808 Annul Anal July i” 
oa. © Googe ywaRD, Forest View rd, Manor Pal 
Peosioner Court 


March 31, ise Laeed July 18 


NOTICE ‘ft pay APPOINTED FOR PROCEEDING 
WITH PUBLIC EXAMINATION ADJOURN 
SINE DIE. : 


Dore, Faaxx, New st, Covent Garden, Publican 
Court See Sng SOU 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Aug. 6.—Meears. be Mart, at Tewson, Farmer yo & Bar 


Lt a at 
in City of London (see 


Ful 
or ne ear mariemna & Garex, at the 
Rents (see advertisement, 


a 


a 





—_-)> Heer Ex1an, Handsworth, 


* Saty Birmingham Pet ae 3 Ord 

munver, Tey G H Eden! i, Gat HO 

Court Pet June 12 Soot tune ~ 

Herviev, Aveuste, Store st, Tottenham Comet rd, Mer- 

chant High Court Pet May 4 Ord Jul 

Hooay, James, eee [= High 

Court Pet J ys On J 

Hvuonss, R.-+-., "Dalston, ok High Court 

Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

—_ Epuunp, Reading Reading Pet July9 Ord July 

— Sem Carnarvon Bangor Pet June 12 Ord 

Jonxs, heaves. Henzsert, Manchester, Raiser Manchester 

June17 Ord July 25 

Kyicut, Jonn Witiiam, Ime, nr Halifax, 
Fish Dealer Halifax July 27 Ord July 27 

a Ayn, Bath, Draper Bath Pet June 20 

iy 25 

— eT aie eee, Tailor Pontypridd Pet July 

Marcum, Soetaa, Pebegstin, Beste, Dairy Farmer 
Winchester Pet July July 26 


McNett, Atrrep Jonny, Hartham rd, Camden rd, Manu- 
facturer Court Pet June 17 Ord July 24 
Movs, Tuomas, Staffs, Poulterer Wol 
- Pet July 24 bg te na 
1LBURN, THomas, Leeds, Cabinet Maker Leeds 
2 Ord July 24 - 
_——_ Waurer Matcoum, Cardiff Cardiff Pet June 25 
Ord July 26 


Osorneg, ahs pave 3 Berane Gopo.rutn, Grosvenor st 
W High Const Bet t June me 15 July 27 


i Se 
uly 3 "ond Salp t 


Pet J 
Perm a. Gzmo, sR Dae Southwark High 
Jul 


wg Pt. Janes, Soe Lion sq, W C, China 


Dealers High Court April hs Ord J 
Parinoie, Hewny Srracuay, Court 
Pet May 6 Ord July a a. 


Ricuarpson Hewry, Goole, York, Grocer Wakefield Pet 
July 24 Ord July 4 








iption, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Pa 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in w 
So.icrrors’ JouRNAl 








EDE AND SON, 
ROBE 


pe oy Sakae apaneatee 
Pry teach the Lord Chancellor. modon, oo. 


of London, 


ROBES FOR QUREN’S COUNSEL AND 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for 
and Olerkr of the Ponce’ 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy G 


Law 





94, CHANCERY LANE, LOND 








